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PART ONC

Beainnina an examination of Canadian analophone
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"Shall quips and sentences and these paper bullets of
the brain awe a ma-. from the career of his humor?"

- Benedick, Act II, Scene 3, Much Ado About Nothing.
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"The more Composition the better. To Men of Letters, and
Leisure, it is not only a noble Amusement, but a sweet Refuge;
it improves their Parts, and promotes their Peace: It opens a
back-door out of the Bustle of this busy, and idle world, into
a delicious Garden of Moral and Intellectual fruits and flowers;
the Key of which is denied to the rest of mankind....How inde-
pendent of the world is he, who can daily find new Acquaintance,
that at once entertain and improve him, in the little World, the
minute but fruitful Creation, of his own mind?....These advantages
Composition afford§ us, whether we write ourselves, or in more

humble amusement peruse the works of others."

- Edward Young, Conjectures on Original Composition (1759).

"Oramatic art and the red-haired copy boy are the two stock jokes

of the American newspaper nffice."

- George Jean Nathan (1922).
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During the third week in June, 1981, the Stratford Shakespearean
Festival, arquably Canada’s most important annual cultural event, vpened

{ts season with four productions -- two dramas by Shakespeare, a Moliere

comedy and a Gilbert and Sullivan operetta.

It {s reasonable to suppose that Stratford inspires a sense of
Occasion not only among theatrical professidnals and patrons, but also
on the part of critics who come for opening week from across Canada and
from as far away as New York and London, England.

Stratford, if not the world's cynosure, is very definitely a
fixture on the cultural Grand Prix circuit, and it occurred to the
: author, who attended two of the opening nights and saw one of the

first-week productions later, that the critics must somehow be galva- ,
nized by the significance of the event Just as are actors and audience;T
{Would it compare, for instance, to a county court judge being told:
"Take this wig and gown and go and it on the bench in that red (
chamber over there for a weeh?) Perhaps not. But I think 1t could

be assumed that a major Canadizan critic wviting about Stratford
opening nights would be on her mettle, or at his most professional,
becoming, in other words, a perfect exemplar of The Critic, and
therefore, particularly worfhy of study at this time by anyone
interested in the phanomenon of drama criticism in Canadian newspapers.
The inherent interest value of the critics performing their roles in
their own Festival spotlight was enhanced, for the author, by his
reading of two of the country's leading critics following the

productions he attended.




Ray Conlogue is a critic for Canada's naticral newspaper,

The Globe and Mail; Sina Mallet for The Toronto Star, Canada's

largest-¢ircultation daily. They occupy two of the three most
important drama desks in Canadian English-language newspaper
journalism; the other one 1s Jamie Portman's at Southam Press.
Because Stratford 1ls in the circulation area covered by the
Globe and the Star, Conlodue and Mallet have a particular impact
on those connected with Festival procductions including, one
assumes, the internationai corps of critic colleagues in
residence for the openings.

All of this was not, however, the initial motivation for
undertaking this study. That came, rather, erm what developed
as a point-counterpcint series of contrasting opinions issuing
daily from the critics of the two Toronto newspapers =-- which
are, of course, vigorous rivals in cultural as well as all other
matters. (In this essay, incidentally, the c¢ritics are referred
to in alphabetical order.)

I The ©Opening-night piay, on June 15, The Misanthrope, which

the author found diverting, was adjudged "a beautifully drawn

production" by Mr. Conlogue ard “Little more than a read’ ng" by
Miss Malle*. On June 16, Coriolanus, on the other hand, seecmed
to Mr. Conlogue to be "a bone-whitened ruin,” while Miss Mallet

greeted it warmly as "a big, noisy, macho production...that set
Y

the Festival Theatre pulsating.”

19




v

On Jude 17, the author was captivated by a production of The Taming
of the Shrew which Mr. Conlogue judiciously commended as "an eniovahle
evening” and Miss Mailet found to be “a sexlsss production.” An opening-

day matinee performance &+ H.M.S. Pinafore which the author had thought

was gorgeous, enthralled neither critic: “barnacles on the keel" -
Conlogue;, "might be mistaken for Shirley Temple's Goocd ShiB Lollipop” -

Mallet, e

The effect of these ripostes was enhanced by the copy desks of the
papers’' cultural sections whose headline .writers, given the more tren-
chant expression required by the constraints of their cr.ft, expressed
sentiments similar to those of the critics whose thoughts they were
embellishing, but sometimes, it seemed, with a notch or two more ntensity.
{Perhaps headline writers are like ancient house-bound relatives whio
beg to be told each detail of an outing, clapping their hands with
pleasure and gasping with astonishment at each delightful or startling
detail, their reactions to the étory nf the event being even more
pronounced. than those of tﬁe participant.) In any case, when Mr.

Conlogue espied barnacles on Pinafore, his head writer put the vessel
in distress {"Pinafore wallows") and Miss Mallet’'s sent it straight to
the bottor {"Pinafore sunk by pondercus reverence"). A sexless Shrew,
said Miss Mallet. "Dud,” observed the head wr%ter. with comewhat more
finality, and in a particularly distinctive flourish, Mr. Conlogue’s
head) ine person, summing up the critic's complaints atout textual

excision, titled his piece: "Coriolanus dies under the knife."

e
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. James Nelson covers cultura) matcers for the Canadian Press, the
national news agency, whose ‘ogo (CP), appears on stories in most of
the country's daily newspapers. Much C? material is exchandged,
by heing filtered through the agency's rewrite system, among the papers,
which own it co-operatively. The agency also has stoft evioes,
one of whom s Mr. Nelson, and he covers the arts, as a requiar news
beat, operating out of Gttawa. The annual Stratford openings are part
of his turf, and, because the larger newspapers tend to have their own
critics on hand, Mr. Nelsor’'s essays althcugh available from coast to

coast, tend *to be published in such unassuming organs as the Kamloops

Sentinel, the Grande-Pratrie Herald-Tribune. the Halifax Herald, the

Charlottetown Guzrdian and. Strangely enough, the Stratford Beacon-Herald,

whose offices are just down Ontario Street from the Festival.

With such a widespread constituency right across miadle Canada.
Mr. Nelson avoids extremes in his reviews, wnich tend to concentrate on’
informing as opposed to convincing.

It seemed that his version of the four productions might serve as
a sort of disceraing balance between, or aiongside, those of the Toronto
critics. Had both Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet been outrageously wide of
their marks, I think that a reading of Mr. Nelson would have made this
clear, but as it was, in describing three of the four productions,
Mr. Nelson reported the audience's overal! reaction rather than his own:
“8rian Bedford won an ovation”; “"Len Cariou won an opening niaht
ovation™; “Len Car‘ou...received a standing avation”. The fourth.

Pinafore, where Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet found their only shared




response (antipathy), cheered the cockles of Mr. Nelson's temperate
heart as "a Jovously sunny and fun-filled production."” (Qood on
him: author.) |

A1l of these critical observations have a symmetry in relationship
to each other which, .if not fearful, is quite arresting. For instance,
a matrix constructed by reading the critics from, as it were, left
to right -~ Conlogue through Nelson to Mallet -- with + meaning

positive, - meaning negative and 0 for neutral, unfolds this wav:

Conlogue Nelson Mallet
Misanthrope + 0 -
Coriolanus - 0 +
Shrew + 0 -
Pinafore - + -

(The first three play; are listed in the order of their openings
June 15, June 16 and June 17; the rhythm appears to have been broken by
Pinafore which, in fact, opened in a day-one matinee to the asymmetrical

53 delectation of Mr. Nelson and disdain of Miss Mallet.)

The binary parfection of contrariety expressed by the Toronto
two has unquestionable charm to it: a sort of apple-pie order of
oppositeness, but there is a problem. It makes rather a muddle of the
basic assumption many people have about critics: that they tell us as
authoritatively whether a Dlay is good endugh to see or bad enough to avoid.

Clive Barnes, described by his newspaper in the blurb accompanying
his critigue as “Broadway's foremost drama critic,” and certainly, in
fact, one of inem, didn't actually unravel this confusion by taking a

liking to sverything he saw at Stratford. He told the readers of the

*+ = a positive appraisal
- = a negative appraisatl.
Q 0 = critical neutrality 13




July 11 New York Post that "the first three productions on the main

festival's stage were all more than creditable.” Misanthrope was
“elegantly traditional,” Coriolanus "sensational,” ani Shrew "positive
and boisterous."” ‘

A1l of which appears to make some mock of any standard dictionary
definition of a critic as "one skilled in estimating the quality of
Titerature or artistic work." If congiigction standards, for instance,
were in the hands of people similarly "skilled in estimating the
Gguality" of cement, -bridges would be falling down all over. Granted
plays are only figuratively speaking bridges, but we do expect critics
to tell us whether to entrust the weight of our minds, syuls and pocket-
books to them. So presumably the question is: Should we? What indeed
should we expect from a critic? What is theatre criticism for? More
precisely, since journa.ist-critics are the ones whose work we
regularly see most, what are daily newspaper critics up to?

It seemed to the author that in order to test the validity

(1) of the widespread assumptions about critical authority
" and

(2) of newspaper criticismAtself,
it would be useful to question the critics themselves. Ope reason
for this is that if a person knew what it was that critics understood
their role to be, it might be possible to have more reasonable
expectations about their perfcrmance of it.

This, then, is a qualitative study of the validity of daily

newspaper criticism based on

14




{1) examination (already commenced) of the work of two competing
critics and one relatively neutral cultural journalist who covered the
Stratford openings of June, 1981 and

(2) intensive interviews with all three.

The critiques in question are appended as are the verbatim records
of the interviews, which the author taped, two by telephone and one
{Conlogue) in person. Although each of the interviews was based on the
same questionnaire (copy appended), this technique was not adopted to
give any kind of uniformity in the reiponses. Rather, the author wished
the interviewees to havi‘a chance to reflect specifically on the topic
areas, instead of giving him an instantaneous ("spontaneous") reaction
to his questions. This is an important point: an attempt was made
(successful, the author feels) to elicit substance rather than smoke.
For this reason. each of the interviewees was mailed a copy of the
questions a week in advance of the call or visit, On the occasion of
the actual interview, there was no attempt to hold the participants
to these questions‘(or any others); all of the interviewe:s took the
opportunity to supplement or skip topics. The interviews vary in
Tength because that is th2 way the critics responded. The only
editing of the interview reports was to rectify inaudible portiens.

The Mallet fnterview had to be done in two sections becauses during the
first,the tape jammed for four questions before the author noticed it,
and he didn't discover the extent of the damage until it was played
back for transcription. The critiques and interviews are presented

in the context of a glance at the subject of critical writing which




attempts to start from a fairly general perspective and move its focus
toward media criticism and newspaper drama criticism. It is

evocative rather than exhaustive. The author élso draws some conclusions,
although ha feels that the main value of the present work lies in its
bringing together of the critiques in question and‘their Jjuxtaposition
with the revealing observations made by the critics about their work.

As can be the case in qualitative research, the current study
is merely viewed as exploratory, generating and examining questions
about criticism. Whether or not these eventually become hypotheses
for a more quantitative investigation is moot. The author sees the
next step as an extension of the current one,involving one or
two more critics whose coverage of the same Stratford productions is
available and possibly incorporating a further dimension in the form
of a critique/interview with someone representing the p-oduction side
of Stratford. This could be foilowed by a mailed survey (somewhat
aitered) to newspaﬁer critics across the country, at which point the
hypotheses would have been refined and presented in a way that some
kind of quantitative data would resuit.

In the meantime, the author believes that the vrezent studv stands
on its own. Clifford J. Christians and James W. Carey allude with
approval to Isaiah 8erlin's thoughts on social research in their
chapter, "The Logic and Aims of Qualitative Research" in Stemple,

Guido, Il and Bruce Westley, eds. Research Methods in Mass

Comtunication (Englewond Cliffs, N. J.; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981,

p. 346:




L

...Berlin points out a general task of qualitative studies --
to make us aware of the categories in which we think and
to analyze and critique such models.

Later on the same page, they continue:

Humans live by interpretations. They do not merely react
or respend put rather live by interpreting experience through
the agency o% cdlture, This is as true of the microscopic
forms of human interaction {conversation and gatherings) as it
is of the most macroscopic forms of human initiative (the attempt
to build religious systems of ultimate meaning and significance).
It is, then, to this attempt at recoverirg the fact of human
agency -- the ways persons live by intentions, purposes, and
values -- that qualitative studies are dedicated. Thus we do
not ask "how do the media affect us" {could we figure that out
if we wanted to?), but "what are the interpretations of meaning
and value created in the media and what is their relation to
the rest of life?" *

And, further in the same passage {now on p. 347):

...The task of social science, the basic task of qualitative
studies, is to study these interpretations, that is, to interpret
these interpretations so that we may better understand the ’
meanings that people use to quide their activities.

If the observer feels that this is a high-falutin platform

indeed from which to view the present modest work, the author makes

no apology for disagreeing, but offers, instead, an appropriateiy

17




qualitatively aphoristic reference to its role in relationship to the
branch of research of which he feels it a part, namely that, no matter

how high a ladder reaches, 1ts lower rungs retain their value.

18
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CRITICISM




Before comparing the three critics’ views on the nature of their
calling and the Hﬁft it plays in society, it could be useful to examine
the theoretical/philosophical context in which their work is produced
and consumed. Theories are, of course, rarely prescriptivelin
Journalism of any sort. Practitioners do not customarily adhere to
a particuldr philosophy of sports reporting, political coverage or
police heat. While journalists are able to describe th2 details of
where they go and what they do to get the news, they generally have
Tittie to say regarding the quality of the material they write, beyond
classifying it as a “good" story or some simple variant thereof. This
is true to a degree of the news reporter's colleagues in the more
refined, and presumably more articulate, reaches of the cultural
sections of the newspapers.

While the critics interviewed in this study were prepared to
discuss with conviction -- and frequent eloquence -- the role of criticism
and their methods of practising it, there was no great interest
expressed in categorizing themselves as adherents of this or that
critical school, or devotees of a particular theory.

Nonetneless, theories do encompass and codify critical practice.
Just as a newspaper critique can provide a framework within which to
reflect on a dramatic production, so a theory of criticism can offer
a similar useful device for heightening the reader's experience of
criticism itself. This, ] believe, is true despite the fact that
newspaper critics in Canada do not customrrily set up as formalists,

or auteurists or Marxists or whatever ("genre criticism done here").

12
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Newspaper criticism is individualist and eclectic. But it does involve,
even if only fragmentarily, the formally identified critical approaches;
understanding these theoretical roots adds i significant dimension of
awareness and enjoyment Lo its reading.

' Newspaper critics, whether or not they are heavily preoccupied
with it, exist, professionall}. in an environment whose elements,
dynamics, currents and energies have been identified, anatyzed and
classified in a rich literature of metacritic'ism2 -= an artistic genre
in itself. Furthermore the question of how critical writers who
reach the most people {arguably, in Canada, those working for daily
newspapers) see themselves and their calling in relation to the
artistic events within their professional ambit, is a matter of
considerable soc’al relevance. This is particularly true if one accepts

the commonly acknowledged view of the crucial role of culture, one unexcep-
tionable formulation of which is set out by Ostry’ as follovs:
Culture, however we define 1t, is central to everything
we do and think. It is what we do and the reason why we do
it, what we wish and why we imagine it, what we perceive and
how we express it, how we live and in what manner we aporoach
death. It is our environment and the pattern of our adaptation
to it. It is the world we have created and are still creating;
it is the way we see that world and the motives that urge us to
change it. It is the way we know ourselves and each other; it
is our web of personal relationships, it is the images and
abstractions that allow us to live together in communities and

nations. It is the element in which we live.

Q 13 21
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The centrality of criticism in our society is peraaps not so
widely acknowledged as that of the culture of which it is both component
and complement. Northrop Frye points oui thai
The conception of the critic as a parasite or artist
i manQuéfis stil1 very popular, especially among artists., It is
sometimes reinforced by a dubious analogy between the creative
and the procreative functions, so that we hear abcut e
“impotence” and “dryness” of the critic."®
Frye, incidentally, disposes of this notion brisk’y:
...the fate of art that tries to do without criticism is
instructive...A public that tries to do without criticism,
and asserts that it knows what it wants or likes, brutalizes
the arts and Joses its cultural memory. Art for art's sake is
a retreat from criticism which ends in an impoverishment of

civilized life itself. The only way to forestall the work of

criticism is through censorship, which has the same relation
to criticism tﬁat Tynching has to justice.5

Frye, who is himself a geare: the ikon-critic, deals primarily,
in this seminal work, with literary criticism, and alsc draws a some-
what invidious distinction between the “public critic” (e.q. Lamb,
Hazlitt, Arnold) and the author of “"genuine criticisa”" -- the

scholar-critic. Even so, his "reason why criticism has to exist” is

all-embracing -- and striking:

14
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Criticism can talk, and all the arts are dumb.* In painting,
sculpture, or music it is easy enough to see that the art shows
forth, but cannot say anything...the artist, as John Stuart Mill
saw in a wonderful flash of critical insight, is not heard but
overheard. The axiom of criticism must be, not that the poet
does not know what he is talking about, but that he cannot. talk
about what he knows. To defend the right of criticism to exist
at all, thecefore, is to assume that criticism is a structure of
thought and knowledge oxisting in its own right, with some

measure of independence from the art it deals with.6

The public critic, according to Frye, performs the rather trades-
manlike task of showing "how a man of taste uses and evaluates
literature,” and thus indicating "how literature is to be absorbed
into society,"7 but Criticism, on the other hand (capital mine) has
the crucial responsibility of

....reforging the broken links between creation and
knowledge, art.and science, myth and concept...If critics go

on with iLmeir own business, this will agpear to be, with

increasing cbviousness, the social and practical result of

their labor's.B

The business of criticism can be approached in terms of deter-
minants that shape an artistic experience and in turn indicate its

function and an associated critical method. Monaco suggests9

that the determinants are {1} sccio~political, (2) psychological,

*A simflar statement is attributed by George Jean Nathan to Oscar Hi]dg:
“When his book is once opened, the author's mouth is shut.” -- The Critic
and the Drama {infra.), p. 18.

Q- 15
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(3) technical and {4} economic. These are reépec;ive?y associated
with functions that (1) are utilitarian, (2) are expressive, (3) deal with
art for art's sake or (4} focus on product and career, and with systems
of criticism that are, in order, (1) ethical/political, (2} psycho-
analytical, (3) esthetic/formalistic and (4) having to do with infra-
structure,

This taxonomy of approaches, applied by Mapaco to film criticism,
echoes, in many respects, a more orthodox classification system, this
one dealing primarily with literary crit%ciSm:

1. The Moral approach, which considers literature for its

"moral application to humanity";

2. The Psychological approach, which uses “"the terms and

insights of 2 new science, Psyctology, as a means of

interpreting literature";
3. The Sociological approach, which looks at a work of art

"emphatically as a consequence of the social milijeu, or
as affecting it";

4. The Formalistic approach, which concentrates “on the

structure, the goam of literary pieces, examining with
such scrupulosity as to seem scientific”;

5. The Archetypal approach, which is interested in "some

human or social pattern unrelated to a particular time, yet
to be found in particular works of literature, as if the
unconscious mind of the nhuman race were portially the

author.“w

<4
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Yet another way (this time using the ianguage of cinema) of
describing different approaches to analyzing works of art, is outlined
by film theorist Sergei Eisenstein (quoted by James Monaco):

“Long shot" criticism deuls with the film in context and
its polftical and social implications;

"Medium shot" criticism focuses on the human scale of the film,

which is what mo t reviewers concern themselves with;

"Closeup" criticism "breaks down the film into its parts" and
“resolves the film into its elements.")!
Monaco adds:
The essential concept here is the classical opposition between
form and function. Ave we more interested in what a film is
(form) or in how it acts upon us (function)?
The first business of criticism is, of course, observation, and the
various typologies quoted are based on different vantage points,
. different diagnostic features to be noted: in some respects like
Tisting the kinds of observations that would be recorded by a bird-
watcher and a wild flower fancier covering the same terrain together.
A further such division of cultural terrain into different sets
of diagnostic features is what Monaco identifies as the driving force
of the Hollywood cinema between the '30s and the development of
neorealism in the late '40s:
It was this dialectic between genre and auteurs...the clash
between an artist's sensibility and the classic mythic structure

of the story types that were identified and popular.'?

17




The auteun theory of film criticism was developed in France in the
‘50s, its point is that the directnr is the main “"author” of a film,
assisted by people of lesser importance, such as actors and technicians.]3

French citics developed this theory as z way to interprat
the so-cz led “New Wave" of European film makers...such as

Francois Truffaut, Jean-Luc Godard, Italy's Frederic. Fellini

and Sweden's Ingmar Bergman.]4

Manaco identifies such Hollywood auteurs as Hitchcock, Howard. Hawks,
Josef von Sternberg. John Ford and even 8usby Berkeley {for his personal
invention of a whole genre of movie musicals).

The other side of this man-or-mythos dichtomy consists of the
classical genres: Westerns, Musicals, Comedies, Screwball éomedies.
Gangster films, Horror films, and Historical Romances.

....they proved engrossing in two respects: (o the one hand,
by their nature genres were mythic. To experience a Horror film,

a Gangster film, or a Screwball Comedy was cathartic. The elements

were well known: there was a litany to each popular genre, Part

of their pleasure lay in seeing how those basic elements would be

treated this time around, On the other‘h‘l, individual exampies

of a genre were also often specific statements, For the more
knowledgeable observer, there was an equal interest in the

multiple clash of styles in the fi{lm'- styles of the studio, the

director, the star, the producer, nccasicrally aven the writer or

designer or cinematographer. Genres offered infinite combinations

of a finite number of elements.15

18




Media critics can be classified according to elements of one or
another theory of criticism. In fact,Chang has done so in his
Typology Study of Movie Critics.]6

8ut popular newspaper drama critics appear not to classify
themselves although, as suggested earlier, fragments of many theories
emerge in their thoughts about themselves and their professional roles.

The eclectifism of newspaper journalism is one reasoﬁ for this which
has already been advanced; another may be that drama, which includes both
literature and performance, is likely to demonstrate the widest
scope in the approach, methods and expression of its critics.

In 1948, Nathan Cohen, tﬂe best-known popular drama critic in
Canada during the time he worked for the Toronto Star and appeared
reqularly on the CBC from t.he late '40s through the '60s, saw a
definite sociological role ‘or the Canadiqp critic:

...Here in Canada,the dramatfc critic has additional duties.

The first is to encovrage the embryonic legitimate theatre which

has to fight against public apathy and amateur nesentment...]7

Three decades later, Robert Rutherford Smith identified similar
motivation among critics of televisién. He pointed out that, while
attempting to provide insight and: helpful gvalqation of television
programs. critics may have many objectives ranging from reform of the
commercial broadcasting system to emphasizing what is "journalistically
interesting at the expense of the critically important” in order to
establish a reader'sh'!p.]a

But, as might be expected in dealing with a medium that has

such relentless impact on every individual in western industrial .

19 . E:;;




society, Smith identifies the most significant current approach in
television criticism as sociological rather than esthetic:

....there have been important changes in the ways in which
criticism of broadcasting is phrased. Perhaps the most important
is the change from a concern with quality which was widespread in

the 1950s and 1960s, to a concern with e&&ecta.lg

This is a frank ascription of sociaiogical function to popular
criticism, and it's interesting to note that the uitimate expression
would be found in Marxist criticism, in which a critic, like an autho;.
is valid only to the dégree that his work supports the objectives of
the state. (One suspects this kind of criticism would be anathema to
Smith, but it is one of the fundamental ironies of the idea of "social
responsibility" imposed on cultura) manifestation for virtuous reasons,
by a democratic state, that it leads ipevitabiy to a1 totalitarian
{e.g. Marxist) theory of expression, whether the mode be journalism,
theatre or critical writjqp. This echoes the earlier-quoted reference
by-que to a cu?ture‘?hat attempts to do without critics.)

The approaches abstracted by critic-journalists and combined in

* varying aggregates vary all the way from this sort of preoccupation
with the social results of works of art to the total concentration on
thé‘aagfitself expressed in the "new" criticism. This genre of course is
r@t;newgat all, but an established orthodoxy, which is also described as
fornalism and structuralisn, and includes the painstakind techniaue of
textual analysis: _
In life tﬁings happen aimlessly, carelessly, even stupidly.

Not so in art, wherq the unseen hand of fhe artist, an idea

T
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Henry James was fond of, directs the organization and course of

the work. To discover the organization of a iiterary work, that

is, the relatedness of all the parts included in the whole as
they are, is the proper subject of structural criticism.zc

Just as they may appear to bend pieces of many theories into
their own critical fabric, tewspaper critics may with equal insouciance
reject orthodox critical approaches, for instance, the casual dogmatism
implicit in the foregoing description of structuralism.

It is in sharp contrast to the view expressed by George Jean
Nathan in a book written when he was the dean of American daily news-
paper drama critics:

I have always perversely thought it 1ikely that there is
often a greater degree of accident in fine art than one is
permitted to believe...Art is often unconscious of ftself
{cf Frye, supna.) Shakespeare, writing popular plays to order,

~ wrote the greater plays that dramatic art has known. Mark Twain,
in a disqusted moment, threw off a practical joke and it turned
out to be Hterature.m

Even on such a fundamental issue as the critic's responsibility
for establishing the intention of an author or playwright, thore is
substantial disagreement.

Levitt's structural approach is based on the clear-cut assumption
that

We cannot say what the authior wanted to do. The finished

work is given and understood. We know what is thare so why

repeat it? What we do rot know, and what the question of
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function can get at, is whather what is there should be there and

if so why, and if not, why not...%2

Because he found tnat "intent and achievement are not necessarily
twins," George Jean Nathan was not a total devotea of the "author's-
intention” school, but he went part of the way.

To the Goethe-Carlyle doctrine that the critic's duty lies
alone in discerning the artist's aim, his point of view and,
finally, his execution of the task before him, it is easy enough
to subscribe, but certainly this is not a "theory" of criticism
$o much as it is a foundation fo} a theory. To advance it as a
theory, full-grown, full-fledged and flapping...is to publish the
preface to a book without the book itself.?’

Nathan Cohen, on the other hand, had no doubts about this part
of a drama cTitic's task. He told his radio audience:

Now.a drama critic myst do more than just examine play
structure and performance...he must also search for subject

values and explain to the audience what the author of a play

wants to say and how well he has made his point.

The business'of criticism appears to be defired anew by each of

its practitioners: if one could generalize at all accurately it would

probably only be to say that critics are individualists with a desire/need

to place their opinions before others. Even the degree of this motivation
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to tell others what they think varies, as will be seen in the degrees
”of vehemence expressed in what follows by the three critics studied
intensively for this essay, ranging from a certain tentativeness on
the part of James Nelson through the articulate conviction of Ray
Conlogue to the flamboyant expressiveness of Gina Mallet.
George Jean Nathan is perfectly unrepentant about his ego.
"Criticism is personal or it is nothing,” he says. "Talk to me of
irpersonal criticism and I'11 talk to you of imper;onal sitz-bathing,"z4
and adds, in a somewhat more serious vein:
A1l criticism is, at bottom, an effort on the part of its
practitioner to show off himself and his art at the expense of
the artist and the art which he criticizes...The great critics
are those who, recognizing the intrinsic, permanent and indeclinable
egotism of the critical art, make no senseless effort to conceal
it 25

Walter Kerr, a later decana} figure in American newspaper
criticism, made a s%milar]y unabashed (and doubtless facetious)
admission to the truth about the critic-journalist's ego:

I have no standards of criticism whatever...I am simply
having a personal ba:? for myself when I write my review. (My)
reaction to the play has been subjective, capricious, uninformed
and closely related to the state of my digestive system on that

particular evening...26

Isabel St. John Bliss points out that Edward Young, the author,

some two centuries before, of the classic work, Conjectures on
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Original Composition, recognized, with total lack of amusement, the

same tendency. He felt, she safs, that:
The greater number of critics...lacking basic principles
of evaluation, judge from perscial reasons: one Jjudges “as the
weather dictates; right/ The poem is at noon, and wrong at
night"; another judges by the author’s family connections;
" "Some judge their knack of judging wrong to keep;/Some judge,
because it is too soon to sleep.” But the basjc weakness of
most critics is that they seek their own fame: "To gain themselves,
not give the writer, fame."27
The predominant role of unfettered individuality, personality,
subjectivity...the personal nature of media criticism, is emphasized
repeatedly by practitioners and writers on popular critical methods.
George Jean Nathan even appropriated a figurative place onstage
for the critic-personality:

Even the best dramatic criticism is always just a little
dramatic. It indulges, a trifle, in acting.28
And Natharn Cohen, who was said io regard himself as the only
serious newspaper critic in Canada, surely was not the first or last
to take the next step, in which the critic, as well as his criticism
"induliges a trifle in acting.”

...Cohen was becoming a public figure and, to a certain
extent, he began to cater to his image as the irascible enemy
of sham in the theatre and society. He augmented the impact of

his massive frame by invariably carrying a walking stick.
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(When once asked by an acquaintance if he “really needed his
canes,” Cohen replied, "No, they're pure affec;ation.“); and
his appearance at a theatre could cause quite a little stir of
interest in itself. For although Cohen delivered his work over
a microphone or in print, his real workino-environment was

the back or middle rows of a darkened tueatre. Relaxed, but

attentive, he would keep his eyes on the stage as though he

was on the verge of discovering something great that was sooner
or later bound to happen there, and he rarely betrayed irritation
at what was happening before him. If e became too disqusted,
hehquitely left the theatre. During intermission he would stand
alone, looking massive and detached, puffing imperiously on a°
cigarette ard avoiding any attempt to chitchat about the
performance. On occasion, the hooded glow of a pen light would
flicker in the darkness, as he began jotcing down notes, and
at that point, whether they had seen Him before or not, theatre-
goers who cauéht the flicker of that muted bobbing Jight, would
nudge each other and whisper "Nathan Cohen...“29

Well, the result of emphatic egocentricity in terms of what the
critics write can often be categorized under two more rubrics, one of
them not generally used to describe media criticism and the other
normally indicating a degree of scholarly disapproval.

The first is imagism, by which I mean a quality related to Ezra
Pound’s definition:

An 'Image’ is that which presents an intellectual and

emotional complex in an instant nf time...It is the presenation
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of such a 'complex' instantaneously which gives that sense of
Y

sudden liberation; that sense of freedom from time limits and

space 1imits; that sense cf sudden growth, which we experience

in the presence of the greatest works of ‘art. It is better to

present one image in a lifetime than to produce voluminous works.30

For instance, in his book, The Decline of Pleasure, quoted by

Roderick Bladel, Walter Kerr writes:

) We accept a halo in a painting because we are agreed,
abstractly, on what it stands for, That is one kind of knowing...But
to recognize something -- without having agreed upon it, without
even having discussed it -- is knowing, too. - The mind is stabbed
on a spot it did not know was vulnerable, This is knowing by
contact, on contact.31

Bladel continues:

Knowing "by ..ntact, on contact" is the province of intuitive
knowledge, a kind of "knowing” which Kérr finds easy to experience
and difficult to define...Intuitive knowledge is deeply personal in
that 1% is dependent upon sensation, yet it is also ‘'comnon’
knowledge, Every man possesses a storehouse of knowledge acquired
intuitively. Therefore, one man can recognize in another an
intuitive experience he himself once had, even though the
experience defies measurement and proof.32
The fntellectual and emotional imagism, the sudden inner i1lumi-

nation fnspired by the work of art, the critic's reliance on his own
sense of exaltation/recognition as an important part of what he will

share with his audience, suggests poetic insight, as descrited by

26 34




James Ingram Merrill, the distinguished poet, in discussing the

33

relationship between art and criticism. A1l work, he acknowledged,

is not of equal value, but in poelry we find "bursts of self-disclosure"”
and not so much a recital of verifiable concepts as "our private song
singing in the wilderness." 1In this lyrical “dialogue with the
universe” the poet reveals "larger truths glimpsed through the things
of this world," a somewhat ethereal, but I think apt, similitude to
the imagist-critic's intuitive comprehension of a production's
patterns of truth.

Neville Cardus speaks from a more terrestrial footing, although
he was an individualist of parts, covering, as he did, culture and J

cricket for The Manchester Guardian, one of Britain's quality

newspapers. He describes, in workmanlike terms, the process of
coming into contact with a work o7 dramatic art:
The main thing was to get imaginatively into the heéft of
a work and performance and then to describe, in as good and
suggestive English as one could command, an experience of
mind and soul while under the creator’'s spell. This Is merely
one way -- it has been called the way of the “sensitized palate.”
But it is an error to think that such a way denotes indifference
to hard study, logical analysis, and some acquaintance with the
best that has been achieved in all schools. The “sensitized
patate” critic prepares himself, cultivates himself until he
develops antennae or "cat's whiskers” which he trusts to work
instinctively when he surrenders temporarily to the creative

artists. It is a case with him of love and faith as much as
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of deliberately directed reason. He is, in a word, merely one

of the audience, -- but more enlightened, more expert at reception

(because this is his Tivelihood) than thz rest. The trouble

with the dominant school of criticism today (this was written 4in

1953: authon) is that the tendency is toward analysis before the
imagination has been allowed the chance to make a SyNth951S-34
Imagism was the first of two categories of newspaper ;ritfcism

referred to earlier; the second is impressionism, a term that fairly

describes the process outlined by Neville Cardus (and many other

journalist-critics) to describe their methods.

It seems not to be a highly esteemed critical techrique. Wilbur

Scott, whose Five Approaches of Literary Criticism were earlier cited,

identifies a sixth and seventh approach in his book, only {:o point out
that he is not going to discuss them. One 1s a concern with fitting a
work into literary tradition, which he says belongs in literary
history rather than criticism (vide gente criticism: authon).
A secon& approach al,o unrepresented is the impressionistic.
Everyone has impressions in the face of literary experience, and
many are compelled to record them. Their value depends, of course,
upon the taste, knowledge, and writing ability of the ¢ritic.
Walter Kerr agreed with the emphasis placed on taste by Scott
(although he described it with Journaiistic enthusiasm rather than
scholarly disdain):
Taste is for the most part a matter of exposdre: the man
who has seen the most is lixkely to know the most. Some intelli-
gence must always be presumed; some theoretical stuay may also
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be presumed; but it is usually far in the past and now only a
matter of absorbed background. (Interview, Equity magazine,
1958. )%
Bladel1l's analysis of Kerr's criticism explicitly confirms
his approach:

As a theatre critic, Walter Kerr is an impressionjst
and a relativist. His reviews are impressionistic in that
they attempt to describe an e;perience inspired in him by a
given play. He is a relativist in that he tries to avoid
rigid preconceptions as to what the experience should be...
The only criterion which approaches an apsolute is that the
play must {nvoluve him either cerebrally or emotionally...He
does not depend primarily upon theories in his practical
criticism. He first reacts subjectively, just as any other
impressionistic critic. Then he makes a judgmeni in the
review, describing specific concrete elements in the play and
production which have brought about his reaction. His readers
may accept his reaction or reject it. He customarily devotes
more space to description than to explanation, especially
when the review is favprable. When he goes beyond description
te explain why he has reacted as he has, the explanation tends
to be drawn either from tradition or from a belief in the
mystical power of intuftion. He is not bound by tradition.

In his reviews he is bound by his own taste and thought.36
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There is a resonance, reaching across time and geography, among

these pronounced themes expressed by and about critics, including,

as would be expected, the need for criticism, stated on behalf of

Mr. Frye's "public" c¢critics with particular eloquence by George

Jean Mathan :

All art is a kind of subconscious madness expressed in
terms of sanity; criticism is essential to the interpretation
of its mysteries, for about everything truly bSeautiful there is
ever something mysterious and disconcerting...Art is a partner-
ship between the artist and the artist-critic. The former
creates; the latter re-creates. Without criticism, art would
of course still be art, and so with its windows walled~in and
its. Tights extinquished would the Louvre still be the Louvre.
Criticism is the windows and chandeliers of art: it illuminates
the enveloping darkness in which art might otherwise rest only
vaguely discernible and perhaps altogether unseen.37

The next section of this essay provides an opportunity to

examine how the writers upon whom it concentrates discharged their

responsibilities in the artist-critic "partnership."
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THE CRITIQUES
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HEADNOTE

The essertial obbligato to the theme of a critic's
professional philosophy is of course its:expression for
public consumption -- a particular artistic genre of its
own. George Jean Nathan referred earlier to "the artistic~
critic.” Nathan Cohen, reflecting on the samz copic:

Criticism itself is an art form...a contributory
one I'11 grant you...bit an art form nonetheless.
Walter Kerr's critical bingraprher characterizes him

as an artist:

....there is evidence his approach to criticism
itself is creative. Richard Watté, critic for the New
York Post, finds Kerr his only colleague able to
"capture the guality of a performer in action and
bring it to life vividly for the performer.'39 l
This view of Kerr is echoed in a scholarly study of

New York critics:

His articles revealed insight, an educated
intelligence, sound knowledge of the art he was
criticizing, and a polished literary style...His
reviews were not Simply verdicts; they recreated the
event40 (note the similaricy to thoughts expressed

decades earlier by George Jean Nathan supra: author).

120




In less exalted_terms, Robert Rutherford Smith
describes c¢ritical creativity as follows:

Critics are conéerned with evaluation... (but}
evaluation by itself is not a very helpful act. If
critics behaved like baseﬁh]l umpires who merely call
the pitche; without explaining how they arrive at their
evaluations, they would be of little use to their
readers. Critics must explain their evaluations. If
this is done successfully, the result will be a new
insight which may aid their readers in making future
decisions. This ifsight is perhaps the greatest
contribution critics can make to their readers.4l
The 12 critiques that follw demonstrate, in addition

to the evaluative differences noted above, the dimensions

of information, artistry and insight offered readers of

these 1981 stratford Festival opening reviews.*

*NOTE: Apparently discrepant dates are owing to the
appearances of reviews a day late in the Southwestern
Ontario edition of the Globe and Mail.
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THE MISANTHROPE
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The Globe and Mail
Wednesday, June 17, 1981

Excellent Misanthrope is high-quality comedy

By Ray Conlogue

STRATFORD -~ I'm sure everybody breathed a sigh of relief
at Monday night's beautifully drawn production of The Misanthrope.

After a self-conscious start with H.M.S. Pinafore in the
afternoon, Stratford hit its accustomed pace with Moliere's
great comedy about the misanthrope who would fiee the hypocrisy
of the world -- if only he weren't in love with the most dishonest
woman in Paris.

When the lights come up on Desmond Heeley's set, a dgreen
distillation of a Louis XIV formal garden, Brian Bedford as
A.~este is telling off his friend Philinte (Nicholas Pennell} for
his slavish adherence t» one of the rules of that formal society:
always flatter. with grace and force Alceste builds his argument
that you must he cruelly honest with shoddy people in order to
sincerely care about the good ones. Pennell's Philinte, wearing
rue ful compassion in his eyes, counterargues forcefully, but his
real strength is the strength of his goodness: he is like a
still and henign pool.

There was a rich and attentive quality to the audience's
laughter as the two men =-- leaving us aware of the grace of
Moliere's language withcat once slipping into the siag-song

trap that awaits rhyming couplets on the English-speaking
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stage -~ gradually built the tension of the argument until, at

the first sign of genuine anger in Alceste, pPhilinte delicately
tips the conversation toward Alceste's one weakn2ss: the beautiful
Celimene, who amuses herself by leading on any number of suitors

at the same time. )

In the subsequent scenes, where by a painful and humiliating
progression of events Alceste is made to see how Celimene has
made a fool of him, there are many occasions for high comedy
(by which I mean a rueful laughter of recognition} as well as a
bit of farce with the fcps Acaste and Clitandre =-- also, of course,
in love with Celimene.

Nobody else in the cast comes near the purity of the approach
to Moliere in that first scene between Alceste and Philinte, but
there are several performers in different styles who contribute
outstandingly. Scott Hylands is the terrible poet Oronte, who
forces Alceste to pass Judgment on nis sonnet and then Persecutes
him for his honesty:‘ he has a robust virllity in his self-
presentation, like a street fighter turned poet who will
certainly flatten the nose of any detractor.

Susan Wright, as Eliante, is peculiarly moving in the
little shudder she gives when Alceste betrays his anger at
Celimene. Without saying another word, she conveys that <he
is in love with him, but is smart enough to see he is intrigued
only by impossible chalXenges. A gifted comedienne, Miss Wright

also moved very far Monday night towa-? establishing herself as

an actress of wider talent.




Pat Galloway returns to Stratford to play Arsince, the shrew
who masks her unattractiveness to men in a show of disdain for
them. Like Bedford and Pennell, she brought a depth of confidence
to the rQle that established its authority without for a moment
embalming it. This aging reputation-wrecker, by the way she
touches her Parascl to her nose or picks up a book on a table,
betrays an inner turmoil of envy and hatefulness that makes her
elegant pieties devastatingly funny.

Sharry Flett was a disappointing Celimene. In her first
engagement with the vast interior of the Festival Theatre, it
was all she could do to pProject her voice and the first layer of
Celimene's personality: a heartless bitch. When Acaste and
Clitandre lead her on in vicious gossip about other men at court,
she fails to leaven her malice with the charm that would explain
why men are attracted to her. After all, not even a lovesSick
male is going to step into a bear trap unless it is disguised
with a little greenery.

It's perhaps unfair to compare her reading of the lines with
masters such as Bedford or Pennell; but an audience listening
to thofe two 1S going to be looking for the same wealth of
nuance and humor from everybody on ctage. Miss Flett lost half
the payload in her lines. There was some compensation in her

arch and striking physicality, and the values she did go after
-= "incorrigible triviality” in translator Richard Wilbur's

words -- were Strongly enough established to make the sSpectator's
blood boil. But there was no hint of remorse when she was

finally exposed, or of = .3sible future humanity -- a cutting off

37 45




of dimensions to her character that Molliere wes a clever enough
writer to insert for her.

Jean Gascon's direction seems effortless; quite an achieve-
ment on the Festival stage. For a director who has not always
worked w2ll at Stratford, it is gratifying to see him succeed 1in
moving the values of French classicism so amusingly and gracefully

onto an English stage.
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Toronto Star
Tuesday, June 16, 1981

Moliere deserves better

And Bedford has the wit
to make a finer job of it

By Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -- Times are hard, morale is low, and money, SO they
say, is scarce as hen's teeth.

The Stratford Festival has had a well-advertised rough year.
Still, it barely seems possible, in fact, it is hardly in the
realm of credibility that the new Stratford administration would
actually allow the opening production on the Festival Theatre
stage to be 'little more than a reading.

Yet that is all The Misanthrope is, and an uninspired
reading at that. What's more, the description errs only on the
side of kindness.

There is somethiﬁg wholly debilitatir -+ and eventually
infuriating in watching actors such as Bri:n Bedford, Pat Galloway,
Nicholas Pennell and Susan Wright promenade around the Festival
stage like a roomfull of manikins, adopting elaborately artifi-

Al

cial poses as they throw off th= rhyming couplets qf'Rigbard

‘Wilbur*s excellent-translation of Moliere's comedy mangue,
without appearing to have connected any of the words to their
own feelings.
Born to play role
It must be added that they ar: placed at a disadvantage by

the stage itself. Appallingly decorated with artificial turf
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the shade of preppy green, and garnished with plastic trees, the
Festival stage has never looked uglier. Moreover, operating
room lighting renders the entire cast as blanched if sprightly
octogenarians -~ an appearance which should have had the actors'
agents on the telephone fir.c thing today.

But how, you will ask, can such a cast fail to bring The

Misanthrope to life? Bedford in particular seems to have been
born to play the priggish Alceste, the last honest man, or
something like that, Zn the worldly and mendacious France of
Louis XIV? And perhaps one day Bedford will fulfil the role.
As it is now, Bedford, who is giving a performance that seems
unbelievably lackluster when ranged alongside his Benedick and
Malvolio of last year, is working without a context. The fact
is that Jean Gascon, himself a former artistic director of the
festival, has obviously provided no concept for the production.
He has Jjust put the play on stage and left it there.

Wwhat. a mistake.  The Misanthrope may be generally considered
Moliere's finest achievement, yet for the majority of theatre-
goers, the claim has to be proved. It isn't as accessible as
School For Wives or half as funny as Tartuffe. The Misanthrope
is remote, intellectual, highly stvlized, and it demands a level
and intensity of performance to provoke continuous argument.
And more than Moliere’s other plays, it also requires a frame-

work to make it accessible to audiences today.
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First of all, who are these people? Why are they made to
appear out of nowhere? What rank do they belong to? Alceste is
railing against his society? Why can't we know more about the
society through the nuances of behavior and the development of
character?

And what is Alceste railing &t? From this production, it
often seemed he was just grumbling because his friends and
acquaintances led sensual lives. We can see that the drug of
candor drives away friends and allies alike, that it causes law
suits and makes hLim unable to be lived with. But we need to see
how it comes into conflict with his sudden passion for his
opposite, Celimene, a young woman as transparent and false as he
is serinus and true. He would reform her. When she refuses to
be reformed, he immediately ceases to love her.

If Alceste did not tell the truth with the kind of blunt
wit that takes the malice out of his frankness, he would be
dismissed as a bad joke. As it is, he can be made (and surely
Bedford on a better day could make him into a grouch on the order
of Jack Benny) a party-pooper with a single line.

Flirts with tragedy

And he can be made more of. The Misanthrope flirts with
tragedy. Alceste is 1looking into the heart of the human situation.
By his refusal to play political games or to build his life on
subtle evasion and skillful fibs, he avoids the cheap triumphs

of charm. There can be both irony and pathos in his loss of
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Celimene and her loss of him. As it is now, there is only a faint
air of puzzlement.

At the level of this production, it seems much more likely
that they will kiss and make up and go cff and get married --
whereas, of course, what should be revealed is the profound
incompatibility of the lovers that indicates not merely two
hostile parties in this battle of the sexes, but a deeper kind
of incompatibility thac rents all human relationships.

But to reach such depths, the play must first fully engage
the audience.

In the early '70s, the British National Theatie produced
a contemporary version of The Miriy thrope which was set in the
imperial presidency of Charles de Gaulile, and the updating did
the play a world of gocd. There were all these chic Parisia‘
intellectuals mauling and scratching and worrying over fine
points of pnllosophy; a context that made the play immediately
accessible as well as imu2diately engaging. Getting in tune with
Louis XIV requires a different kind of headset.

It is expected that the direcvor of a play like The
Misanthrope will try hard to find {he right headset to tune his
audience in. Gascon should also ;iave struggled to find the right
Celimene. Sharry Flett is a truly delightful actress, put she is
far too soft and gentle and yield‘ng to ever play Celimene, a lady

who is adept at sado-masochism and loves cutting people off at
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the knees in a way that has them begging for moée.

Susan Wright and Pat Galloway, in the roles of Eliante and
Arsinoe, have little more to do than make brief enlivening appear-
ances, albeit without much sense of what they are doing, while

Nicholas Pennell is suave but purposeless as Philince.

The Misanthrope:
By Moliere. English verse translation by Richard Wilbur.

Directed by Jean Gascon. Designed by Desmond Heeley. Music
by Alan Laing. nighting by David F. Segal. Festival Theatre.
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Tne Beacon Herald
Tuesday, June 16, 1981

Bedford praised for role
in Festival Theatre opening

By James Nelson
Canadian Fress

Brian Bedford ~- a British-borm American actor whose
ct.eracteristically austere mannerisms on stage fitted him
ideally for the part =-- won an ovation in the title role in
Moliere's The Misanthrope at the formal opening of the Stratford
Festival Monday night.

Irsscible, scornful of society's insincerities and the
world's follies, Moliere's hero Alceste turns his back on mankind
and goes off to seek peace of mind in some kind of 17th Century
hermitage.

But could anyone really cast himself out from the luxurious
grace of Louis XIV's court circle, vividly brought to the stage
by designer Desmond Heeley, and the feminine charms of his first
and second loves as played by Sharry Flett and Susan Wright?

It is only the second time in Stratford Festival history
that a non-Shakespeare play has opened the season in the 2,000~
seat Pestival Theatre. The other occasion was in 1974 when
William Hutt starred in the Imaginary Invalid.

Both productions were directed by Jean Gascon, and of course
both are by Moliere, the near contemporary of Shakespeare who is
France's great contribution to classical theatre.

Entering Lis fifth season in the festival, Redford plays

the disdainful hero well. His solemn face, masterful use of the
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long pauss between thoughts, and determined stance set him apart
from all other actors.

Nicnolas Pennell, a Stratford veteran, plays Alceste's
friend, Philinte, with understanding and s. ght amusement. Scott
Hylands, in his first Stratford season, is Alceste’s rival for the
love of Celimene.

As Celimene, Sharry Flett, also in her first Stratiord rele,
is a bewitching creature whom Moliere has given high social
station and wealth, and a mischievously roving heart. Alceste
suffers the heartbreak ag long as he can before he throws her
over.

Susan Wright, star of last season’s A Flea in her Ear at the
Shaw Festival, is Eliante, Celimene's cousin and the second-best
object of Alceste's love. In the end she rejects him and turns
to Philinte.

Payv Galloway, long a Stratford star, has the catty role of
Arsince, the “"friend" who love to gossip. The scene between Flett
and Galloway, as each relates the latest scandal about the other,

is a gem that would alone make the whole evening worthwhile.
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The Globe and Mail
Thursday., June 18, 1981
Coriclanus dies under the knife

By Ray Conlogue

STRATFORD ~~- The most surprising thing about Brian Bedfo:rd,
who acts Shak?speare with rueful comedy, is the dark and louring
view of the same playwright he reveals when he puts on his
director's hat.

In Titus Andronicus there was a blcocody and golden splendor
about this vision; in Coriolanus, which opened Tuesday night. the
same values were stillborn. What should have held ceremonial
majesty betrayed ceremonial tedium: what could have been ~omplex
settled for being bombastic.

It's easy o point a finger at this late play =-- "seldom
acted,” as Bradley once mentioned, adding that "perhaps no
reader ever called it his faveorite." But Titus is equally
neglected. In both cases Bedford tries to bring eclipsed
Shakespeare back into the light by heavy cutting of the text.,
by rich and stirring lighting effects and visuwal tableaux., and
by requesting a certain style of acting from the cast.

In Coriolanus he has straightaway dumped all the comic
relief. No illbred Rorman commoners bat solecisms like
"directitude" back and forth. If this has not made things
severe enough, Bedford also ends several scenes at their
climactic moments, leaving out the falling action that

softens the characters or fleshes out their motives. S0 we
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‘have ‘Coriolanus  who has abandoned Rome and now leads an army
of his former enemies against its gates, yielding finally to the
pleading of his mother, Volumnia. But the aside of Aufidius,

the enemy general with whom Coriolanus 1s n¢w in uneasy alliance,
is deleted. Again, when Aufidius has betrayed Coriolarus to

his murderers, his too-late moment of penitence ("My rage is
gone, and I am struck with sorrow"} is delivered in a spiteful
and mean-spirited fashion.

These observations are not nit-picking. The cuts, the
delivery are essential to the spare, relentless, singleminded
exposition of warrior valor which Bedford has in mind. But
Coriol§nus, pereft of subplot and poetry even as Shakespeare
left it, does not need further sandblasting. The play, which
in a symwpathetic interpretation wculd be a spare essay in Roman
architecture, becomes in Bedford's hands a bone-whitened ruin.

Ruins have their charms, and Bedford as director has his
talents. ,Together with Michael Wwhitfield's extraordinary
lighting, he has created visual tal.leaux that must be among
the most striking ever seen on the stage. The opening, with
a crescent of dimly lit, prone and tangled, malevolencly sighing
peasants ranged up and down the staircases; Coriolanus' dash into
the hideously backlit gates of the city of Coriocles; the semi-
circle of Volscian officers ranged along the front row of seats
while Aufidius denounces Coriolanus =-- all these demo .Sstrate
a controlling and strong esthetic. And he has encouraged Arne
Zaslove to stage the battles in striking, ritualistic fashion

whicn in the riveting, almost erotic single combat between
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Coriolanus and Aufidius generated a round of applause by itse .f.

But why does Bedford, who speaks Shakespeare with unusual
inteiligence, allow {or, is it possible, even encourage) the
bellowing assault on the lines that we liear from Len Cariou's
Coriolanus right down to the mouthiest Volscian sentry?

In Cariou's case tnere is a problem with the actor himself.
Sweeney Todd was a useful target for Cariou's ample virility,
but that virility in Shakespearean roles {including the Macbeth
we saw in Toronto last fall) does not work very well. 1It's not
that Cariou isn't doing the lines well; he is confident and
intelligent. But there is a clipped, snarling tone combined
with a jaw~chomping motion reminiscent of a nutcracker that
declares out loud: "Here I am, workinan at being a tough guy.”
The harder he works at it the more Cariou points up the absence
of a lean, hawk-like qua. ..y to his virility -- a quality that
Scott Hylanc.s as Aufidius possesses in abunéance.

Hylands, who demonstrated quality in The Misanthrope
earlier this week, shows with his Aufidius that he is one of
the lucky catches of the new Stratford company. He is muscled
like a whippet, menacing as a gila monster and perhaps the only
actor who could make the "shredded savagery” cliche of Desmcnd
Heeley's Voiscian costumes look actually savage. It remains
to be seen whether these qualities can be magnified for
leading roles.

Lewis Gordon, an actor of whom I am more fond than some,

seems to have been chosen to give the role of Coriolanus'’ friend
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Menenius a fatherly warmth. This he does, in excess. It was a
relief against the predominant macho pounding, but only once did

I feel he threw himself heart and soul into his role -- and that
was for a few brief but very touching moments defending himself
against a sentry's taunts after Coriolanus has rejected him. It's
too bad that genuineness wasn 't a feature throughout the evening.

Barbara Chilcott, a commanding, carnivorous presence as
Coriolanus' mother, was nonetheless a disappointment. Perpetual
quiverir~ of the vocal cords is no substitute for properly feeling
one's way through a part. Her pleading with her son, which c¢ould
have been most noving, was hard to listen to.

Lynn Griffin in the thankless role of Coriolanus' wife had
little to do but play mater dolorosa (more accurately, uxor
dolorosa} and played it very well. She invested her few and
baldly written lines with great feeling. Max Helpmann and Barney
0'Sullivan as the tribunes who unseat Coriolanus did to death tne
demagoguery of their roles. It may be that Shakespeare "loathed
the common Englishman," but it's not necessary in performing

him to pander to his prejudices.
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The Toronto Star
Wednesday, June 17, 1981
Brian Bedford the real hero

Superb direction of Coriolanus
builds spine=tingling production

by Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -~ The Stratford Festival was jolted alive last
night with a big, noisy, macho production of Coriolanus that set
the Festival Theatre pulsating.

Shakespeare's coidly objective study of Roman realpolitik
has been fised into a hot clash of caste and class warfare, with
plebeians and patricians, not to mention barbarians, fighting
it out all over the stage and into the aisles.

Coriolanus is politics in the raw -- the machinations of
demagogues combining with powermongers® manipulations to bring
Rome itself to its knees. And in this production, which has been
directed with a tingling intensity by Brian Bedford, the Pelitics
are all bloody bare gnuckles.

From the prowling, swarming, threatening Roman mob to Len
Cariou's rigidly self-righteous Coriolanus, and from the
savagery of the wolf-headed Volscians to their leader Aufidius,
played superbly and with the unrelenting pressure of a piledriver
bv Scott Hylands, Coriolanus, atter 23 shaky start and a certain
uneveness, builds unerringly and with increasing excitement to
its dire climax.

Large cast

Last year, F-..cid's production of Titus Andronicus was one

of tlie season's critical successes. With Coriolanus, a very
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different kind of play, and only his second production at Stratford,

Bedford shows himself to be a master of the Festival's thrust

stage, deploying his large cast in and around it with the strategy
of a general and the fluidity of a movie maker.

The Festival stage has rarely been used to such effect since
Richard III in 1977. And with the same kind of straightforwardness
that made Titus so accessible. ‘

Bedford plunges us immediately into the heart of Coriolarus'
tumult with a singular effect. In the dark, we hear the sound of
the mob panting. The lights go up on a starving Rome deprived of
food by tle apparently callous ruling class. The centre,
personified by Lewis Gordon's compassionate Menenius, cannot
hold.

In the manner of labor rzlations today, the hardliners take
over. The peoples' tribunes are ranged against the most intransi-
gent of patricians, Coriolanus, an iron gencral who believes that
democracy will ruin Rome. For saying so, this hero is refused the
consulship by the inflamed mob, and banished from Rome.

"There is a worid elsewhere," cries Coriolanus as he flees
the =ity that has rejected him. Buct tnere isn’t. Jne of the
morals of this prodaction is that the whole world is politics; the
¢ut and thrust of deal-making is everywhere, and the man who

disdains politics, and its part in human relationships,

disdains life.
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Coriolanus has in the past sometimes been interpreted to
suit particular ideologies; it offers plenty of opportunities
to propagandize any party line. But the only true villain is
mob psychology, which 15 seen to betray and distort the best
intentions.

Watching Coriolanus is like watching the machinery of
politics in action. It isn't a p;etty sight. But it 1is
fascinating. While you can't but sympathize with Coriolanus®
opinion of democracy as shabby, you can'‘t ignore either his
detractors’ suspicions of his motivations. By being true to
himself only, he appears false to others. He is led into a
false relationship with his former enemy, Aufidius, wihom he then
joins =0 attack Rome, cnly to be deterred somewhat surprisingly
at the last by his mother.

Least convincCing
Amazing, because Coriolanus' capitulation to his mother's

pleas turns out to be the least .convincing part of this produc-

tion. Coriolanus is a man's play and never more so than here,
and o1 1y a Volumnia still more stern and unyielding than her son
could seem to be a convincing pleader. Barbara Chilcott is
unyielding all right, but she i$ not overbearing enough, and
that makes Aufidius' final jeer that Coriolanus is a mama's boy
seem rather too apt. But this doesn't dovetail with what has
gone before, namely, a Coriolanus who, once set on a course,

cannot be deterred by anyone, any emotion or any ideology. .

bl
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Otherwise, however, the play proceeds with an inexorable
logic. True, some of the intricacies in the political shuffling
get last, but there are so many intricacies in this play that
it hardly seems surprising. The main th.uy is that the play's
line remains strong and true throughout.,

Cariou takes his time warming up as Coriolanus. He begins
50 rigidly that one wonders where he can go from there. But
by the time Coriolanus is forced to try to pPlay politics with the
mob, he has fragmented into ambition, pride and conviction. After
he has succumbed to his mother's pleas, Cariou’s Coriolanus
essays a pathos that further complicates and enriches his
performance.

Ultimately, he is a figure of compelling ambiguity, and he
is beautifully matched and complemented by Scott Hylands'
single-minded Aufidivs, the barbarian who stands in ever starker
contrast to Coriolanus.

With his angular frame robed in feathers, Hylands is a
primitive force that respects only hardness and courage, and when
Coriolanues falters, it seems entirely natural that aufidius will
kill him,

Theve are other outstanding performances: Max Helpmann's
Sicinius is a people's tribune who stands comparison to the
Teamsters' boss, and Lewis Gordon is hoth dignified and moving
as the civilized Menenius, while Lynne Griffin is only too

pathetic as the abandoned Virgilia, Coriolanus' complaisant

wife.
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Clanging soundscape
Michael Whitfield's lighting is scenery itself; Desmond
Heeley's costumes are agreeably undistracting; and Gabriel
Charpentier has provided a clanging soundscape which vibrates
ominausly.
But the evening's hero is really Bedford, who had a large

amount of success wrestling with a very intricate play.

Coriolanus:

By William Shakespeare. Directed by Brian Bedford. Designed by
Desmond Heeley. Soundscape by Gabriel Charpentier with Marcel de
Lambre and Jean Souvageau. Lighting by Michael J. Whitfield.
Festival Theatre.
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The Beacon Herald
Wednesday, June 17, 1981

Coriolanus' fi il act performed
'stunningly' says theatre reviewer

By James Nelson
Carniadian Press

Len Cariou, returning to the Stratford Festival where he
played secondary roles nearly 20 years ago, received a standing
ovation Tuesday night at the opening of Coriolanus, directed by
Brian Bedford.

More recently a Broadway musical star, with a Tony award
for Sweeney Todd, Cariou in the title role led one of the largest
casts in recent years on the Stratford stage with Barbara Chilcott
as his domineering mother, Lewis Gordon as his friend in the Roman
senate and Max Helpmann as one of the tribunes of the people.

The play is rarely performed because of its sprawling
battle scenes and other difficulties of staging by anything other
than a large company of actors. More than 30 played unnamed
parts as soldiers, senators, citizens and the Roman rabble.

The play's story is out of the mists of Roman history.

Caius Martius is a powerful commander who leads the Roman army
to put down an attack by the neighboring Velscians. For his
victory, he is given the name Coriolanus and offered the title
of consul of Rome.

But he is too proud to bare his wounds before the common

citizenry, as is the custom t2 win their approval for the

consulship.
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Denied the consulship, .le deserts Rome and joins the
volscians in an attack on Rome until his family appeals to him
for mercy. Bending tearfully to his mother, he is denocunced by
the volscians as a traitor and is slain.

In Bedford's production, Cariou falls from the stage balcony
into the crowd and Caius Martius Coriolanus comes close 0 being
ripped apart. He dies at centre stage with his arms and legs
twisted in the form of a gswastika.

Bedford, in his fifth season here as an actor and, :in this,
his second assignment as a director, used the whole festival
theatre as his stage. The soldiers and crowds of Romans swarmed
up and down the aisles while music and sound swirled around the
audience from all sides.

Not all tha lines came through clearly as actors let thear
passions rule over their diction in many of :the opening scenes,
but the context ©of the action carried over that difficulty and
the final act was stuhningly and absorbingly performed.

Desmond Heeley provided a range of Roman togas, patrician
and plebian costumes in shades ¢f ivory and autumnal brown. The
higher the rank of the person, the lighter the shade -- a help in
keeping everyone sorted out. The Volscians were garbed in copper-
colored, fringed leathers and furs, looking like savages.

Cariou last appeared here in 1964 and 19¢5 and accompanied
the Stratford company when it went t¢ England to play at the ’

Chicester Festival where the stage is patterned after Stratford's.
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Barbara Chilcott, a rioneer and now one of the yrand dames of
Canadian theatre, has been longer away from Stratford. She appeared

heye in 1954 and 1955 playing Katharina in The Taming of the Shrew.
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The~Globe and Mail
Friday, June 19, 1981

Tame sShrew offers a chance to 1 h

By Ray Conlague g

STRATFORD ~=- Novelty interpretations of Shakespeare plays
are usually optional, but in the case of The Taming of the Shrew
they are obligatory. You can have brainwashed shrews, duplici=-
tous shrews, harlot shrews:; any kind of shrew you want except a
tamed one. The taming of women is frowned on today. .

That's why it was a guilty pleasure to ease into Pet2- Dews'
uncomplicated production of the play at Stratford Wednesday night.
There was Kate gaily ennihilating herself in the closing speech
{the one everybody chokes on), and surely that was that. wasn't
it?

But no. Here at the end returns Christopher Sly, the drunken
peasant duped into thinking he was a lord in the opening scene.
It was for him that the strolling players performed this Taming of
the Shrew, and Dews had made the wh&le thing look like a sixteenth-
century vaudeville entert. .nment. Tranio had nudged Priondello i
when the poor clown looked like he had forg~r+en his lines; 2
serving girl had dashed on with placards identifying the locale
of the next scene; Petruchio wagglead his outstretched hands from
time to time like a nightclieb emcee encouraging applause.

Well and good. But in S5hakespeare's play Ch-.istopher y
does not come back at the end. This final scene, in whlcﬁ he

wakes up and concludes the whole thing was a dream, is lt¢fted
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from somebody else's play, ar earlier effort called The Taming
of a Shrew. It ends with the deluded Sly rushiag off to "tame"
his ferocious wife -~- and no doubt meeting the fate of any man
dumb enough to think he rules the roost. .

It's a cute "out" from the Surew dilemma. It lets the whole
Shakespeare play be treated as a broad entertainmunt and whisks
it out of the jaws of the problem-making machine. It*s on that
level that this broad, sprightly and ultimately mindless evening
must be enjoyed. :

Hence, enter Len Cariou, the pussycat Petruchio. This 1s
Cariou at nis most enjoyable, the macho lout softened by Ssupreme
self-confidence to the poin& viere he can't be roused to anger.
Does Kate dropkick him? Why (he, ho) he's hoisted himself on a
chair and she nearly breaks her toe on its wooden leg. Does she
swing a hard objact at his cranium? Why (ho, ho} he has deftly
ducked, and how much .did father Baptista say her dowry was?

Despite the amusing encourageément of Keith Dinicol's bouncing
Biondello and Lewis Gordon's agile and pPrancing servant to
Petruchio, Grumio, it took Sharry Flett as Katherine a while to
catch on to the comic flavor of the evening. She played the
courtship with a grim earnestness that was at odds with the
prevailing tone and didn't really fight Petruchio Oon his own
ground. Rather thar mocking him, she took him seriously.

Rather than amugisg dicdawr . zhe registered hatred.
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The scenes where Petruchio starves and ill~clothes his new
wife to break her insolence are tarted up with comic touches that
remove their unpleasantness. The dozen servants puint the finger
of blame in militafy unison at anybody but themselves, and loveable
Grumio dances around the table where Kate is fainting from hunger.
Finally she begins to play the game, and here Miss Flett emerges
as an actress with comic ability. She agrees to call the sun the
moon at Petruchio's command, but she does it with agreeable
gamefulness., Her final knee-bending speech w#as 5till not quite
clear in direction, hut at least she had become 2i asset to the
production.

Lewis Gordon's Grumio was great fun, and Barrney O'Sullivan
as Baptista was dignified yet amusing. Lynne Griffin as the
empty~headed but adorable Bianca was both those things, a dizzy
send-up of the spoiled pretty girl; but she overdid the flouncing
and tongue-sticking-out somewhat.

But by ind large the cast contributed amiably to an enjoyable
evening at the wife rodeo. This production won't please those
who see Shakespeare wrestling with dark questions of the battle
of the sexes in this play, but it will delight those who think
the issue has been besaten to death and could bear a little laughter.

Ard there may be more of those arcund than one would think -~ of

both genders.
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Toronto Star
Thursday, June 18, 1981
Shrew without sex 1s a dud
Particularly when a minor character steals the show

By Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -- Max Helpmann is one ©f the ornaments of the
Stratford Festival company, sSo naturally it was a great pleas:re
to see him stride away with The Taming Of The Shrew last niyit.

When a company menbs ‘hisks off with a show right under
the nose of the likes of Len <ariou, it does seem 1 e an underdog
has won one. Not tha* Pelpmann behaves like an undexdog. On the
contrary, he ccmmands the stage wi*h the authority of an Olivier.

Even though he only has a tiny role, that of Vincentio,
father to Lucentio, who is part of one of the most convoluted
love tanéles in dramatic literature, Helpmann creates with
marvelous economy th& most enduring character to be seen on stage
all evening; an honesﬁ, bewildeared and grumpy father who refuses
to be made fun of.

But what kind of production of the Shrew is this when a
minor character in the subplot steals the show? A sexle.s
production, I'm afraad.

A Shrew without sex 1s like an ocean wichout water.

Not equals

The problem is that there can be no sexual electricity
unless Petruchio and Kate are equals. Iere they are not.
Cariou 18 a bully boy of a Petruchio, starting out on what

promises to be a loug career as a wife beater. Poor Sharry
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Flett, once again cast entirely against her style, her charm and
her talent, -an no more stand up to Mr. Machc than a mouse couid
roar at a lion. What, pray, 1s funny about watching that? In
fact, watching Flett Le cowed by Cariou is about as much fun as
watching a slave lick Simon Legree’s boots.

There are, however, many distractions that help take
attention from Kate and Petruchioc, although they are not all by
any means as welcome as Max Helpmann.

The director, Peter Dews, has concentrated heavily on the
tiresome subplot of Bianca and her tiresome suitors and their
tiresome disguises. Even though Shrew is one of the most
frequently performed of Shakespeare's plays, I defy anyone to
prooerly sort out the Gromios and Grumios, and sure enough, in
this production they are all, servant or master, indistinguishable
one from the other, as they dash about the stage creating the
impression of ceaseless amusement.

Sing-song voices

Never, not even in Young People's Theatre's epic this past
season, have the shenanigans seems quite so endless. Perhaps
this is because the cast speaks in a sing-song reminiscent of
old-fashioned elocution, the voice rising inevaicably at the end
A couple of them are even encouraged to talk

of each line.

baby-talk, notably Lynne Griffin, who makes Bianca sO Coy that

she could curdle fresh milk.

Shakespeare's sexual innuendoes are fendered )n Quotation

marks, with much heavy emphasis, and graphic signals, gestures
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toward the codpiece and so on. Really, were the Elizabethans so
elephantine in their wit, or is it that Dews is worried that we
clean, simple-mind=d innocents of +the TV generation w.n't under-
stand unless it 1s pounded into us that way back in the 16th
century. men and women also told dirty jokes?

The production is €arnestly authentic commedia dell'arte.
One thought 1longingly back to the Neptune Theatre's free-for-all
Shrew of last winter, which was directed by Denise Coffey as
pure mayhem, the jokes tranrposed to the Maritimes and the fun
fast and furious and dis+*inctly fishy.

After all, there are not many memorable lines in Shrew --
if, indeed, it was really sritte*n Ly Shakespeare -- and the play
can be campered with surely at will. At Neéptune, of course, thesre
was also a superbly paired Kate and Petruchio, Susan Wright and
John Heville conducting a feisty flirtation rather than a long,
drawn-out act of humiliation this Stratford Shrew seems to be.

Not that the humiliation seems Intentional, exactly. But
then, what is the purpcse, the shape tc this production?

This Shrew looks char.iing, all soft browns and muted colors,
the stage paved with pale pink brick and the balcony decorated
by Susan Benson with a leafy arrangement.

Still, the same old duestion needs to be answered. What
made Dews want to direct this play? Why, other than the fact

that the Shrew alws;s seems toO sell ticke.s:, is this play being

done a: all when it's done so often everywhere else and was done
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here only a couple of years ago?

There is no sign that Dews has any special insights to offer,
and there are other roles in which it would surely be far more
rewarding to see Cariou tackle. And it's not as though there
is a crackerjack cast to hand. Frankly, some of the actors
seemed not merely unfamiliar with the Festival Theatre stage but
with Shakespeare, too.

Barney (O'Sullivan seemed t be simply walking through the role
of Baptista, and it was distressing to see Lewis Gordon fall back
into his Sanford & Son routine as a hyperactive Grumio. But at
least he was attempting a character. His colleagues tended to

make do with attitudes.
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Winnipeg Free Press
June 19, 1981

The Taming of the Shrew takes new .wist at festival

By James Nelson
The Canadian Press

STRATFORD, Ont. (CP) -- All that business about a shrewish
woman being tamed to serve, love and obey her lordly husband is
but the dream of a drunken tinker.

That, at least, is the way the Stra~ford Festival i% pres nting
Shakespeare’s celebrated comedy, The Taming of the Shrew, this
season.

Len Cariou won an opening night ovation as the swashbuckling
tamer of Sharry Flett as Katharina, a sweet=-voiced but sharp-
tongued shrew.

Director Peter Dews not only presented the play complete,
with the opening scene involving the tinker Christopher Sly -=- one
that is often cut to'shorten the performance -- but added ¢nsther
scene at the end to complete the story of the play within a play.

The story is that Sly falls asleep after a long day at &
local tavern, and aa unnamed lord puts him to bed with instruc-
tions that he is to be treated as a lord whea he wakes up.
Meanwhile, a troupe of strolling players happens by, and they
perform the story of The Taming of the Shrew.

After Katharina has submitted to her husband and the play
ends in most accepted versions of the 1590s text, Cews added a
scene in which Sly is awakened by a barmaid and goes home to

tame his own wife, now that he has learned in his dream how

it is done.
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Purists might cavil at the country’s most honored classical
theatre tampering with the works of its master playwright. But
Dews, former artistic director of the Chicester Festival in
England, has brought the play full circle to a logical conclusion.

The production, which is running in repertory with Moliere's
The Misanthrope and Shaxespeare's Coriolanus, is lavishly cast
and costumed, with villagers at the pub who do no*hing all
evening long but watch the play.

Cariou, the Winnipeg-born Broadway star, was a reserved but
robust Corioclanus Tuesday night, and Wednesday night a dashing,
debonaire Ppetruchio, the man who is willing to marry and tame

Katharina for the wealth she has.

Flatt is not the tempestuous shrew often portraved on the
stage, but one whose sweet voice and smile just mask her
rebellious temper.

She delivers the play's most controversial speech for
contemporary women — "I am ashamed that womer are sS¢ simple to
offer war where they should kneel for peace, .r seek for rule,
supremacy ard sway when they are bound to serve, love and obey..."
-- with a 5mile that guestions Katharina's sincerity.

Perhaps it is best to leave it in doubt. Women's rights
advocates have denounced Shakespeare's philosophy as too old-
fashioned to believe.

Lynne Griffin is almost more lively than Flett as Katharina's
sister, Bianca, but with a gentle, even temper, and Peter Hutt

makes a lover for her with a charm and sexuality that are
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encirely believable.
pesmond Ellis, making his Stratford debut this season,
plays Sly with a Scottish brogue, and spends most of the evening
in the stage balcony, alternately observing the play, sleeping
off his drunkenness and interijecting his comments on the action.
Rod Beattie plays the old Gremio, a vain suitor for Bianca's
hand, with welcome comic touches, and Lewis Gordon 15 a sprightly
if middle-aged fool and servant to Petruchio.
The only stage set is a tree in fall colors spreading over
the brick p-tio of the village pub. [ .gner Susan Benson provided
Elizabethan costumes in autumnal colors so consistently as to give
the production a golden hue, lacking in much contrast.
The Taming of the Shrew is the only one of the four productions
opened by the festival this week which 1s scheduled to remain 1in
the repertory throughout the season and into tne fall when it will

be played for school audiences until Oct. 31.
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The Globe and Mail
Tuesday, June 16, 1981
Stratford's Pinafore wallows

By Ray Conlogue

STRATFORD -~ H.M.S. Pinafore opened the Stratford Festival's
28th season yesterday afternoon ~- an able enough launching,
although it was impossible not to notice the barnacles on the
keel of this particular vessel. Leon Major should have been the
ideal director for a revival of Gilbert and Sullivan's spoof. He
knows opera direction inside and out, and is happiest on the
non~nusical stage with farce and comic business. What better
combination for operetta?

But atilities from different venues can work against each
other. The opera director in Major went primarily after voices:
Michael Burgess as the Pinafore's captain; Katherine Terrell as
his daughter, Josephine; and James McLean as Ralph Rackstraw,
the humble seaman whe falls in love with her although she is
"above his station.” All three together do not have enough stage
presence to set off a smoke detector.

What they have, and that in abundarce, is glcrious voices.
McLean sings that musical antimacassar, The Nightingale Sighed for
the Moon's Bright Ray, with pleasant clarity and vigor, nicely
underscored by the director's old tricks of crowd choreography:
the mass of sailors tiptoe back and forth rhythm with the ebb
and flow of poor Rackstraw's socially inappropriate passion. But

he acts not a note of the song. Burgess as the captain, and also
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2s an ope-a singer with a track record as a legitimate actor, traies
harder to underline his solos, but no matter how big his facaial
expressions become they do not compensate for a simple and
ineluctable lack of presence.

Miss Terrell as Josephine presents a different problem. Where
the two men, and most of the other soloists, strive to leave out
the bel canto frills and go for lucid phrasing, Miss Terrell
plunges in as if she were singing Lucia di Lammermoor. Most of
the time she sounds simply inappropriate, as i1f a high~minded
Admiralty had sent a diva instead of a doxy to entertain the men.
By happy accident she has The Hours Creep on Apace: the orchestra-
tion of which sounds like a spoof of grand opera pretensions: here
her shapely tones are a perfect complement to the music.

This discussion of the singing style 1s appropriate because
it underlines Major's decision to go for a "straight"” version of
Pinafore, rather than a spoof such as Joe Fapp's now-famous Pirates
of Penzance in New York. But to speak of straight Gilbert and
Sullivan is misleading, because they were mild social satirists
in their own day. What Papp has done is a spoof of a spoof, 1in
recognition of the fact that the original spoof has grovn weak
with time. Major has gone the other route: tc glorify the musical
values (which suffer greatly in Papp'sdﬁfoduction) at the expense
of theatre value.

That may be why so much of the individual comic business,

usually fluid and building to an amusing frenzy in other Major
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productions, simply goes flat. Jim White &as the "unable

able seaman” is funny enough getting caught in the rigging,

but the rest of the sailors don't have the confidence to under-
liné and build on the visual joke.

Not that the production doesn't have its strengths. The
one strength constantly before our eyes jis Murray Laufer's wonder-
ful set, a confection 2»f a ship ot the line, with tiny Corinthian
columns in front of the cabin doors and dowelled rigging for the
sailors to climb. Astrid Janson's costumes are bright and
assertive, and Michael Whitfield's lighting cheery if literal-
minded (you notice the wattage shifting down every time Dick
Deadeye appears).

The show 1S not without strong performers. What a relief
to see Eric Donkin as the bluestockinged admiral who lusts after
Josephine. He 1s the Colonel Blimp without whom no G & S can
be complete, and his -limp~wristed "0Oh, ahoy!" to a tardy minion
drew an effortless laugh. He has a pleasant voice, oot it is in
no way equal to the demands of the music. Happily, however, in
this one case the director has traded off musical excellence for
a genteel, lightly daffy pevformance, which 1S5 essential to
counteract the prettiness of the rest of the cast.

<©aking of prettiness, couldn't they have found somebody
really ugly for Dick Deadeye? Avo Kittask, minus the humpback,
could probably play the captain better than Burgess. His
operatic background seems to include a few buffo roles, but the

vitlain in a show like this needs to be excessive and snarly in
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a way that no operatin clown is likely to be.

Many of these quibbles were highlighted by a general lack of
ease, a sbnse of working'%oo hard for laughs, in the opening
performance. As Pinafore eases into its run 1t will no doubt
enjoy itself more, but‘lt remains a clear, vvue, and somewhat

excessively bright banner to summon the true Gil.ert and Sull)yvan

believers. It is not likely to attract the unconverted.
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The Toronto Star
Tuesday, June 16, 1981

Pinafore sunk by ponderous reverence

By Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -- Is Wonderland the future of the sStratford

Festival?

‘This ominous notion was suggested yesterday when the beleaguared
festival’s 29th season opened in a welter of garish and lavish
deccratign -- and reports of the actors being offended by the
festival's advertising campaign which has honkytonk overtones.

Well, h.e over to the Avon and see what they mean. The
theatra's brick facade has been blanketed with vulgar decorations
of A vaguely nautical kind, while inside the theatre the huge aft
deck of a barque, snarled in a million knots no sailor ever knew,
1s filled with costumes decigned in Daygle colors.

1f, in fact, Gilbert and Sullivan's H.M.S. Pinafore were
not so weli-known, and the score not so precisely and atfection-
ately rendered by music director Berthold Carriere and a splendid
cast of singers, the show might be mistaken for Shirley Temple's
Gocd Ship Loliipop.

No such luck

Now, don't get the 1mpres;ion that this Pinafore in any way
resembles the wild, anarchic eclecticism c® the New York Shake-
spedare Festival's Pirates of Penzance, which used pop singers as
stars. NO such luck. There, for all the libeities taken w'th
G & S, and some horrendsus ~owlers as well, Pirates' larky
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spirit came through loud and strong. G & S take almost anything,
topical updating, fooling around, territie 3inging, even orchestral
sludge, and still retain their Victorian charm and dignity, not to
mention thelr iconoclastic zest, as countless amateur productions
prove. They coiuld undoubtedly survive the Avon, too. What they
can't take, however, 1s reverence.

Stratford's Pinafore is about as electric as a church service.
You might think that the D'Oyly Carte copyrights —-- which immured
G & S so long in an anachronistic housestyle =-- were alive and well
this side of the Atlantic. That 1s a shocking thing to have to say
when you consider that it was Tyrone Guthrie's productaion of
Pinafore for the Stratford Festival that turned London's West End
on its ear in the early '60s. Those times have certainly passed.

Leon Major diracts Pinafore with a ponderous literalism
that is embodied by Murray Laufer's model shap of a set, which
a)lows little space for any attractive movement, and which
immediacely deep-sixés Gilbert's cheeky irony at the expense of
England's defence establishment.

You'd never know from this production that Gilbert drew
blood with his brand of satire, that his claws wer:z very sharp
when he set about savaging contemporary politicians and social
mores. You'd never know that although it does seem terribly
funny that poor little Buttercup mixed up a couple of babies 1in
their cradle, the result 15 cruel; the captain 1s demoted to a
tar, whiie Ralph Rakestraw inherits the Captain's stripes.

Major's Pinafore is simpiy a childish fantasy, without

social context and without much character. A bland democracy
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shrouds this _ove story, which is done and undcne by caste .nd |
class. There is no sharp sense of the deprivation incurred by

such distinctions, yet 1t 1s from the knowledgé and awareness of

such deprivation that the highest comedy comes.

The crew spend their time grinning at the audience. Yet
there have been wonderful productions where the crew were a truly
rum lot. Guthrie, for example, had Dick Dead Eye doing petit-point,
a marvellous and accurate piece of social observation. But Major
eschews work on character, depending inste~? on mechanical tricks,
like swinging Buttercup aboard on a bosun's chair.

Perhaps he has conceived Pinafore more as an opera than as
a musical comedy. This would explain why there is not a single
piece. of admirable acting to be seen on stage. While the cast do
ine 1 sing well, that is quite simply not enough. You can hear
fine Pinafore performances on records. What is needed 1s the
bravura gusto of large-scale musical comedy performances that
make the characters éet out and shine in their roles.

Joke's in Gilbért's lines

Patricia Kern 1s only kindly as Buttercup: James Mcl.ean 15
merely nice as dashing Ralph Rakestraw:; Michael Burgess has no
authoraity as the Captain; while Kztherine Terrell's Josephine 1is
pert rather than a melting hercine.

Avo Kittask's Dick Dead Cye is about as menacing as a
pussy cat.

Eric Donkin should have saved the sinking Pinafore with
Sir Joseph Porter, the magnate turned ruler of . he Queen's Navee,

but instead he chose to send Miss Rosalind Cro>l along to fill
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the part. Now, it may be tempting to camp up Sir Joseph, but it
isn't half as funny as simply playing him straight. The Joke is
not in his idiosyncrasy but in Gilbert's lines.

I have Lo add that my appreciation of the show was marred
by the fact that I could not see, -:ithout asguming 1 sort of
running crouch position at the front of the svage. Sonething
has happened to the Avon Thea:re which makes the fruni row
balcony no longer a desirable location.

H.M.S. Pinafore
Bock by w.S. Gilbert. Music by Arthur Sullivan. Musical direction
by Bertncld Carriere. Directed by Leon Major. Choreography by

Judith Marcuse. Set by Murray Laufer., Costumes by Astric Janson.
Lighting by Michael .. Whitfield. Avon Theatre, Stratford Festival.




The Beacon Herald
Wednesday, June 17, 1981

Critic calls H.M.S. Pinafore
a fun-filled production

By James Nelson
Canadian Press.

A joyously sunnvy and fun-filled productior of Gilbert and
Sullivan's spoof of British officialdom and naval tradition,
H.M.8. Pinafore, opened the Stratford Festival Monday at the
1,000~seat Avon Theatre.

Eric Donkin, the seasonad comic character actor who recently
toured his nne man-one woman show, the Vionderfull wWorld of Sarah
Binks, made Sir Joseph Forter, KCB, into a wonderful fop, whose
official pronouncement that love levels all ranks proves a turning
point in the ridiculous Pploc.

Michael Burjess was a stalwart and sedate Capt. Corcoran,
commander of the Pinafore, and Patricia Kern was the full-voi-ed
l'ortsmouth bumboat woman, Little Buttercup.

The principal love story parts were Sund by Katherirne
Terrell and Josephine and James McLean as Ra'"~h Rackstraw, the
lowly seaman whn aspires to marry his cagtairn’'s daughter.

Love mav not in fact level all ranks, but it all works out
when Buttercup confesses she confused two YQungsters -- Corcoran
and Rackstraw ~- many years before when she practiced baby
farming.

Director Leon Major stripped away hoary oid staging tradi-~
tions, qgrown primarily out of the D'Cyle Carte productions of
Pinafsore, and replaced them with new bits of foolery. Designer
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Astrid Janson provided new blue, white and gink costumes bring-
ing a fresh air to the old Victorian opsretta.

Janson's work even extended into the orchestra pit, where
the players were costumed as British tars: and conductor
Bertrhold Carrier decked out in officer's braid.

It is the first time the Stratford Festival has mounted a
Gilbert and Sullivan operetta since the early 1960s.

While the Savoy operas have fallzn out of fashion -- mainly
because of ri5eir Sritishness: perhaps --— this one is a bright
revival.

The chorus of sailors 1s robust. the chorus of Sir Joseph
"

Porter's sisters, cousins and aunts "whom he numbers by the dozens

light and frivc.ous. Judiih Marcuse choreographed the show with

what can pass wittlly for sailor's ho-npipes.




CLIVE EARNES
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New York Post
Saturday, July 11, 1981

Stratford Fest alive and well

By Clive Barnes

After all the alarms and excursions, the incredible thing is
that Stratford's 29th Festival in Ontario actually opened.

The Festival's Board of Directors, having messed around
interminably and almost unforgivably, in providing a replacement
for tie outgoing artistic diractor, Robin Phillips, was entirely
to blame. After such tergiversations that would even make a

Canadian Government blush, they eventually emerged with John

Hirsch as artistic director and Muriel Sherrin as producer. The
two have done a miraculous job getting the company together and
putting a season on-

In the second stanzas almos: any season would have literally
been a miracle. The fact is that the first three produc¢tions on
the main festival's stage were all more than creditable, and ~ne,
Brian Bedfcrd’'s staging of Coriolanus, got Hirsch's first season
off to a flying start.

The company that Hirsch and Miss Sherrin have got together
1 strictly in the Stratford tradition, and it marks not only
the return of Bedfcrd, but also the long-delayed 1eappearance
of one of Canada's major actors. Len Cariow.

Cariou appeared in the leading roles of The Taming 5f the

Shrew and Coriolanus.




He has rarely been seen as a classical actor ~- although I
first saw him in minor roles with the same Stratford company in
1964, in Chichester, England. In intervening years, Cariou had
become a major actor, but his opportunities for classic roles have
been somewhat limited. «

This time his return to Stratford has proved a triumphant
reassertion of his classic talent. In his roles as Petruchio
and Coriolanus he shows a range c¢f Shakespearean style that was
simply handsome in its depth. Cariou 1s an actor: who continually
tries to spr2 t his wings. His rambunctious Petruchio was a
perfect complement for his heroicallv proud and arrogant Coriolanus,
both showing the diversity, comic and heroic of Shakespeare's
wild-rangin~ protagonists.

In a sense, it seems to be a man's world at Stratford thais
season. In the other first production, Moliere's The Misanthrope,
1t was Bedford and a wonderfully restrained Nicholas Pennell who

took the principal honors.

The general mettle of the acting has, however, been unexpectedly
high in the special circums+tances of the Company's engagement and
rehearsal time. Scott Hylands, in The Misanthrope and in
Coriolanus, provides a double performa.nce of ergaging variety.

Hirsch himself has elected not to direct any of this

seaso.a's performances and simply to supervise the general

festival perspective. His wisdom has been justified in his

choice of direcors.
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Jean Gascon, a former artistic director at Stratford, has
provided an elegantly traditional version of the Moliere, and
Peter Dews cffers a Shrew that makes no <cncess.ons for Shakespeare's
admittedly anti-feminist views.

It is a positive and boisterous view of the play in which
Sharry Flett ~lays a Katarina with splendid aplomb. She is less
successful in the more subtly graduated role of Celimene”in the
Moliere.

The Shrew and The Misa...hrope are most decently staged and for
the most part finely acted, and both scrike a superior visual
impression.,

There is no dsubt that this company still, frankly against
most serious probability, is maintaining its runk of one of the
three great English-speaking classic theatars, together with
Britain's National Theater and 1ts Royal Shakespeare Company,
and 1t effortlessly demonstrated this in Bedford's sensational

rendering cf Coriolanus.

Bedford, closely associrated with the Stravford Festival,
has only previously directead Titus Andronicus. Here he gives
Shakespeare's tragic image of arrogant hercism with a flair that
sets the seal together with Cariou's performance, on the first

productions of this pew festival management.
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HEADNOTE

Taere is on record the exp;riehce of a Mr. K. S. Newman who saw the same

play 250 times and wrote a book about it: Iwo Hundred and Fifty Times I Saw

a_?lay. Bernard Shaw, noting the achievement, said the experience "would
have driven me mad; and I am not sure that the author came out of it without
a slight derangement."42 Although he regarded the ideal theatre as

A factory of thought, a prompter of conscience, an elucidator
of soctal consciousness. an armoury against despair and dullness,
and a Temple of the Agcent of Man.43 i
Shaw also noted that the drama critic's relationship with the Temle

could be mundane. Nzatnan Cohen quoted Shaw as saying:

To a professional critic theatre-going is the curse of Adam;
the play is the evil he is paid to endure in the swez of his brow;
the sooner it's over, the better.44

For his own part. Cohen allowed, with mordant mock-ingenuousness:

I invariably go to a play in a s-irit of optimism. I have my
periods of depression...but as a rule, when the lights dim and the o
curtain goes up I get a choking sensation in my throat and a sense
¢f quivering anticipation. Every playgoer will recognize the symptoms;
they are typical of the incurable theatre-lover. To me, a play, no
matter who puts it on, and no matter what it is about...always has

something to offer. The director and the cast may do their best to
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discoﬁrage me, but I stay hopeful to the bitter end. In my profession,
idéalism is both a sedative ard a sa]vation.45
A critical focus on the dr:ma may be as broad or as narrowly defined as
the critic chooses to make it. Levitt, the structural critic, says that
Ideally, each scene in a play is performind a specific function,
It is for us to determine what that functicn is, and to decide if it
is purposeful, inevitable, necessary, effective, irrelevant, or what,
remembering that scenes are called into existence to serve character,
theme, plot or some combination of these.46
Levitt provides an example of this type of criticism later in his
book, discussing the role of literary rhythm in drama:
It is characteristic of Carson McCullers’ superb literary skill
that the structure reinforces the content, The recurrence and

reversal pattern in t)e play corresponds to the sudden changes in

life which affect the characters and gives The Member of the Wedding
47

its haunting rhythm and lyrical quality.

Walter Kerr, the intuitionistic critic, took a view, on the other
hand, that advocated examining a play much more extensively, while also
probing more 2eply for c¢s meaning. Advising would-be pliywrights, he
indicated what should be in a play, and, by inference,what a critic should
look for ars how:

Try to see vnat the audience sees and is inarticulate about.
{Allow) that the audience has an intuitive capacity for recognizing

what is true. Allow that this truth exists not in the dramatist's

87




-

mind alone, nor even in the audience's mind alone, but...ia a third
place outside both -- in human behavior itself...The measure of any
play will be taken by the number, and the depth, of the truths it does
so offer.48
George Jecn Nathan saw the task of drama criticism as a drama in
itself:
Dramatic criticism, at its best, is the adventure of an
intelligence among emotions. The chicf end of drama is the ‘
kg;\ enkindling of emotions; the chief and of dramatic criticism is
: to rush into the burning building and rescue the Mefaphysical
weaklings who are wont ta be overcome Ly the firc. faint whiffs
of siic .49
Bv a contrast, Nathan Cohen expressed a more practical apprcach to
the critic’'s function: \
Tt seems to me that a critic must uni®e three qualities in his
work: a love and understanding of his medium; an ability to probe
for the play's underiy%ng value -- (what does the play have to say?
How is it said?} -- and, finally, a desire to see a play performed
as well as possible, never settling for less. If it falls short
of the standard he has set up, then he must point out this fict
and indicate concretely how, in his opiﬁ%on -- for it is always his
opinion -- the production could have been improved.g”

The foregoing observations on the critic's role were written and

uttered over the 125t 67 years, Cohen's at a tine when thea‘'re in Canada
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had not, or was about to, or had just, as used regularly to be observed
at the time, "come of age," and so his comments have, in addition to a
shade of the acerbity for which he was famous, an avuncular %tinge to them
of responsibility for nurturing culture. This is one of the ;hemes

discussed, and disagreed upon, by Mr Conlogue, Ms. Mallet and Mr. Nelson,

whose incerviews with the author are reported on the following pages.
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RAY CONLOGUE
THE GLOBE AND MAIL
Interviewed at the Park Plaza Hotel, Toronto
on

February 26, 1982
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MacF:

CONLOGUE :

MacF:

CONLOGUE

Do you believe that a daily newspaper theathre caitic provides a

dervice Lo readens? 1§ a0, could you descaibe the scavice?

Well, I think that service in the minds of my editors essentially
is a kind of consumer report. I don't think the editor sees my
task as any different from that of Ellen Roseman,for example. She
advises the public which kind of diapers to buy and I advise the
public which kind of theatre to buy. To me,that's not a very
satisfying job description. I like to believe that at least a
portion of the readership is challenged by what I have to say
about the theatre, I evé; like ;;iéhink that if I pan a show
there are a certain number of people who will deliberately go and

see it.

Because they have come to recognize you as a Yards’ick.whethen

o not they agree with you.

Exactly. And I also like to think, particularly in relationship
to my particular audience in this city at this particular
historical moment, that I fulfill an educative function, because
i know that Torontorians by and large have not seen theatre., And
so 1 think of myself as creating an audience for:something that [
believe in. Now that's part of my idea of what the job is. It

may be no part of my new-naper's idea.
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MacF:

'
CONLOGUE :

Do you think that theatre calticdsm enjoys a high neadershdip 4in
yourn newspapen?

'
I've been told that we've conducted some survey in this matter,
although I don't think it was very extensive or scientific, and
that onur section was found to be highest in readership immediately
after the Report on Business which, of course, is my particular
newspaper's racson d'2tre and no surprise, and then after the
sports section, which again is no ;Lrprise. What was a surprise
was that we appareantly run rather close to the sports section,
and that certainly wouldn't have been the case five or ten years
ago. | thin¥ it's an increasing readership because of the changing
nature of Toronto, the way that the city thinks about itself. There
are more people with the leisure and the inclination to want to
pursue so called “"cultural activities." Partly it's a peer group
thing. In some circles it has become the thing to do, to kqgw
what's going on.at the theatre and that's a very healthy development,
I would 1ike to know more exactly what kind of readership we have.
I would 1ike to know within my department how I am read versus how
the rock music writer or the film critic is read, and about that |
have relatively little notion. We don't get much direct reaction
from readers, very few letters to the editor. Certain issues
provoke the public: the Stratford Festival, last year, for
example, provoked a torrent of letters, but by and large I don't
get that feedback and I miss it because I would like to know what
people think of what [ am writing. I am able to be influenced;

I am not a Napoleonic critic, but one almost has no choice,
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MacF:

CONLOGUE:

CONLOGUE:

How does your approach o thectre aniticism $4t within your
paper”s editorial philoscphy?

Nell, the Globe and Mail considers itself to be a writer's newspaper.
Which means that we don't impose a style on individual writers in
the manner that many newspapers do. The rationale being that.

where somebody might buy another newspaper because they know what

to expect, they would buy us becaus¢ there would be certain

writers wihose styles they would follow and they would expect those
writers to be different from other writers on the paper. So,to thaf
extent,I'm allowed to function in a relatively untrammeled fashion.
My newspaper, for example, there is no doubt, is a conservative-
oriented newspaper, but I personally am rather left-wing in my
thinking. As a theatre critic, I would consider it highly unethical
to impose my political viewpoint on the material | cover.\But

there is no doubt on a certain cther level that I would have
sympathy for certain kinds of plays which the people in the head
office ﬁf the newspaper wouldn't. And I have never experienced

any harassment or difficulty on this matter.

Voes your cnitical/intellectual style confoam to one or anothen
onthodox categony of crdticism: sociofogical, fonmalistic,

. psychological, ote.? O do you find that elements of several

ernitical approaches wie present in your work?

Nell,l think of necessity there have te be several elements present

in my work because, to begin with, as a theatre critic, I very often
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MacF:

have to review plays of a genre, for example, that I don't
particularly enjoy. But I don't think its sufficient for me

to" simpiy pan every play whick 1s, for example, a musical or a
dinner-theatre review. 1 have, paradoxicallys to 9o outside of
myseif on occasion t0 review these productions strictly from the
standpoint of the proficiency of the performers, the technique,
the pace of the direction and so on, and say: vyes this is a good
production, and not mention it's a production I can't possibly

enjoy -- just because of what it is. One of the mast perceptive

" things I've ever read was that the difference between an artist

_and a critic was that a critic can't afford to be as narrow-minded

as an artist. So there is that element of self abnegation that's
involved in i1t. Given that -- what I think of as a demand fer
flexibility in the terms of the kind of material I am talking
about -~ I think it would be very inappropriate for me then to
Supe?imﬁose on that a strict critical canon, i.e., formalistic
or sociological. I would never, for example, see my job as a
podium, or, more to the point, a kind of industpial process,
wherein I will take ail the amazing variety of/ theatre which I
see, and process it through a social-relevance machine, or a
formal-structure machine, or...you know, that would be cheating

my readership -- and God, would make my job dull after awhile:.

18 thenz a convention concernding the nofe of the newspaper critic
that is tacitly observed by both critic and readen? Fon instance,
A48 the enditic supposed 1o be giving useful guidance fo the
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CONLOGUE

theatrical people, and the newspaper's readens observing the process
overn his/hen shoubden? 13 the critic dupposed to be the audience’s
advocate 4in seeking entertainments of a certain standand? What do
you see as the congantional, on mythical, relationshiv among

erltie, audience, theatre and neader? How does it relate 2o the
neality of daily newspaper criticdsm?

Now that's a fascinating question and it's very much tq\f&ﬁf int.
I think that the people who hired me think of me as a journalist
who happens to write about the theatre.. I think of myself as a
theatre person who happens to work for a newspaper. This is one
of the deep secrets ot my attitude toward my job. That does apply to
your question in the sense that, as a theatre verson, I want to ke
speaking to the theatre community as well as to my readership.

I think I try to speak to both. I speak to my readers inthe sense
that I look for a hook in my lead, the way any writer would: I
want people to }ead this review who don't go to the theatre. !
want them to not be able to resist my prose. I invariably provide
some kind of idea of the plot o/ the play,even though snobbish
critics have said to me that you can always tell a beginning
theatre critic because he summarizes the plot; of Shakespeare. I
consider that insufferable. ['m speaking every day to a potential
audience of 300,000 people. I'm sure that most of them don't

know or remember the plot of Al1's Well That Ends Well and I
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Macf:

resent that kind of elitism., I think it is improper at any time,
and it's certainly improper in a city which has only about a 15 or
20-year tradition of live theatre. Sc¢ I'm trying to speak not only
to my readership, but to an untutored readership who, I think, are
intelligent enough that,if this is placed in front of them,will
become interested in it. At the same time. if, in a given production,
there is a particularly knotty formal problem in terms of actting

or presenting material in hand, I try to say things that would be
of use to the theatre people who are performing it. If I have to
write a negative review of a play which is very difficult to perform,
I want those people to know that I admire the effort that they've
made, and that perhaps if this project were to be attempted again,
then here iS a way that ome might try to approach it. When I'm
writing that way,I think I'm probably writing fairly opaquely from
the standpoint of the general readership. So I try %o restrict
that kind of writing. I don't put a quantity on it, but I would
say that if I was occupying mcre than a third of any given review
with that kind of commentary,: would be doing a disservice to my
readership. So you see,['m walking a kind of tightrope there. 1
don't invariably think that I am writing for my readership or for
the theatre community. It's a shifting thing and [ tend to be
aware of when I am changing my address.

How do you approach a production? What are you Looking for? Hew

did you annive at these erniternia?
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CONLOGUE: That's a very tough question. Well one thing I don’t do, I don't
ever look at the title of the play and think, "My God, why are they
putting on that turkey?" Because I've been surprised often enough
by a director that had a passion for a particular play that I never
thought should have been staged and did a brilliant job of it.

S0, chastened by now, I try never to prejudge. For example, a
favorite topic among critics right now is: "What the hell is John
Hirsch up to at Stratford?" Look at this season he is going to be
doing this summer. What I have to say to my colleagues over and
over again is: I don't know anything about this season until I
see it. You have to give the artist credit for a certain amount
of ingenuity. However, that aside, there are certain kinds of
theatre, dinner-theatre, for example, which I know are going to
be a particularly predictable kind of theatre, and in going to
those shows 1 have to prepare myself, basically I guess, by not
having my expectations too high. I don't expect to be challenged
or provoked or s.urprised by what [ see. When I'mn going to a very
experimental or off-the-wall kind of production, I often have to
prepare myself by telling the editor that I won't write until

the following day because it may be that what I'm seeing is too
misbegotten to be worth revealina. ['m sure that's coming to

the crux of your question about how I pr'epa-r'e myself. I don't
think that I prepare myself in the way Stanislavsky asked an
actor to prepare himself. [ don't sort of sit and meditate for
fifteen minutes befor: I go in there. [ certainly prepare myself

by not drinking more than one glass of wine. Bitulousness is a
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problem among critics. I've had playwrights tell me that they
really didn't know how the critics were viewing their play unti}
they had four glasses of wine and they went and saw it themselves
and said, "My God, you do fall asleep in the second act.* (which
reflects the opinion that the theatre commumity may have of
critics by and large). No, I tend to simply go. Very often my
schedule is too hectic to allow me to prepare ﬁyself. [ often
find myself, for example, racing directly from an interview to
the theatre with thhing but cab time between. I°'m often sitting
in the theatre having been doing something completely different

ten to {ifteen minutes before. And that prcbably is not ideal.
That's probably very hard on you.

It is very hard on me. If I've had a very emotionally exhausting
encounter with anybody whether on a personal or professional level,
I find that coming into my mind as I'm sitting Jooking at the play.
That‘s only human. One would like, ideally, to work in a more ‘
leisurely context, but that is the province of the weekly or the

academic theatre critic, not of the daily theatre critic.
How do you turn off the day and tuan on the play?

Well, when I gc into the theatre, if there has been anything
distracting me from what [‘m seeing,I sometimes have to perform
a certain conscivus exercise on mys2lf -- which is, say, to look

at a particular performer on the stage and just settle myself and
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- ’ L%
take a deep breath and say: okay, I'm anybody else in this theatre
right now. What does that person look l1ike to me? And that. on
some 'occa;ions. has to be done as a conscious effort of will. It's ’f
an effort to shove aside the detritus: of the day - whatever may have g
happened immediately before.

4
You start with whatever knowledge and experience you've acquired
4n gour Life...and on Zop of that there's @ax. happened to you dw..t
day. 14 thene some kind of {tuzomauc system waiting for you that
wWlows the krowledge and experdience to emenge through the dadlly .
§Lotsam?

The matter of the interior resources which are brought to bear -~
they are there. I see 250 plays a year. This immediatelv puts
me in 3 different mind frame than anybody else {in the theatre. ..
Nobody else cees 250 pla'ys a year. 1 see them in a varfety of
places. I get to New York every few months. [ get to Londor; onge
a year, 1 travel all around this country.. 1 dip into the American
regionals from time to time, I even manaced to get to Berli.. last
spring. When you have that kind of background, it brings a whole
set of resources to bear., What may seem terribly nove) t_o the
spectator in the audience.vou may know very well to be sometking,
which is part of the currency of contemporary theitre elsewhere,
and you know that the director has borroweg it. So that is going
to affect the way you are 90ing to evaluate it. The othar person

in the audience will say. "God, isn't that wopderful.”
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Coloned Lighting!

L]

!

Yes, colored lighting. People dancing through their curtain call!
But you've seen six productions in the previous year where people

dance through their curtain call.

That brings up an interesting point. There's a Line betieen being
faded and being experienced 1 would think. VYou've got to walch

you aren't saying, "Oh for God's sake, anothen elephant. 1've seen

an elephant.”

Yes, exactly. For which reason [ think nobody should be a theatre

critic all their life.
What do you do with an old theatre critic then?

Well one hopes never to become that old in the Job. ! would think it
a fatlure in syself if I was still doing this job ten years from
now, because I feel I would be jaded at that point. It's a difficult
question; it was just pointed out to me recently that ! have only

Just begun to write worthwhile theatre criticism, having been on the

Job for three years. And this was an honest evaluation which I think

was probably right. I think it takes at least that long for one to

_ wmmerse oneself and to get 5 handle on what is going on. And it

would seem a shame to throw away that hard won expertise by saying

I've been doing this a long enough time focr me to move along to
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something else. I think the healthiest solution to the problem is
that adopted by critics like Harold Clurman, who was also 2 noted
theatre director. He interépersed those two careers: he did one

for a while and then the other.

Waltenr Kean.

Yes and Walter Kerr was also a director, from time to time. Many
of the better critics in fact have been- theatre practitioners and
used criticism as a way of stepping outside to get a perspective
on their work themselves. I find that these are often the best.
the most humane, the most insightful critics. I was an aspiring
actor at one time and was told that I could have been trained to
be a professional actor, but didn't do it. It's very much on my
mind now that I would 1ike to work in the theatre in some capacity
for a while and then go back to being a c¢ritic. In 2 nascent
theatre community such as we have in Canada this is a difficult
thing. Editors, for example; may not understand the necessity of

this. My editors are rot the editors of The: New York Times, who have

been dealing for generations with this kind of problem. To my
editors,all that matters iS that I've peen there long enough that
they have an investment in my name. They assume it's recognizable
to the readers. If I say that I want to go away for a couple of
years and do something else they are very likely to say: "well,

that just means that we have to train somebody else. Please don't

bother coming back."
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I would have thought that {§ you had‘a critoe capable and willing
to do something Lntuuung, you'd say, "Go ahead, God bless you."

Well, it does create problems and the thing is that essentially, the
editors would have to come to understand that the long-term value
would exceed the inconvenience. But let's face it, most newspaper

people don't go to the theatre.

Vet it's the same as saying Lo the academic, "You'd be a hell of a
Lot betten 044 if you went back and wonied in the newsroom for a
yean” -- and 1 would, no question about it. 1 can’t imagine it
doesn’t work equally well the other way...tahe someone ocut of the
neuwspapen and put him in the theatre. 1t centainly could enhance and
negnesh him and his credibility.

When you write a cnitical piece,what do you intend <t to do? 14
the piece duppoded to function at more than one Level? What

purposelal does it seave?

What one always wants is to imagine that one has written a deathless
piece which will be reproduced in anthologies of theatre criticism
for a fong time. But occasionally,on those rare evenings when you
come to a play which happens to fit in with matters that you have
been thinking about yourself, and you find that you have a great
deal to say. and that you are prepared to say it, and that it comes

out rather elegantly -- you think: My God, despite the odds and
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the 1imitations of my situation (which is that I have to write this
thing in 60 minutes}. I've manaded to write a first-rate piece of
theatre criticism. Now given the limitations of the daily newspaper
régime, that has to be an adventitious occurrence., You can't

count on it. You can’'t be like a weekly or monthly reviewer who
can chonse which play to write about, for example (I have to write
about all of them) who can choose to spend a certain amount of

time prepping and doing background reading. (I can never do that,
not realistically: 1 might girab an hour in the public library

in the afternoon and that's it.) So [ can't count on writing what
I would consider to be first-rate theatre criticism, and sometimes
I think I would be much happier writing for a weekly if'there were

such a thing in this country. There is exactly one job like that

in this country.

Whose 45 that?

Maclean's. So I can't count on that third level ! mean. Apart
from addressing the readership and the theatre community-addressing

posterity., tha;'s pretty much beyond my means.

14 you nead collected daily newspaper theatre criticism, 1'd say
the Level is higher now, 1§ you go back Bwenty years in Canada
you'd find only a few people writing up to the Level you people are

witing at now.
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Yes, in terms of expertise and also the fact that the newspaper is

willing to pay somebody full time to do that.

ALso, in the States, where they had a Lot of theatre back then, the

 Level of collective cniticism that 1 aead grom daily newspapers of

CONLDGUE:

MacF:

CONLOGUE:

the time is by no means shockingly vetter than what 1 am reading
every day now in Lange Canadian newspapers., ®

In examining the common run of critics of thirty or forty years
ago, you're probably right. I'm not particularly impressed when
I read say Brook; Atkinson over the years, although he was a good
critic and those stood as good criticism when they were written.
No, I think that's probably true. I'm often intrigued though by

the few really great critics such as George Bernard Shaw.

That's a question T wanted to ask -- which ones you admire, and
then, second patt, if there are one or more particular individuals

who have influenced you in your work.

Well, yes. The paradox is that the ones I admire and the ones that
influenced me are not necessarily the same. [ admire George Bernard
Shaw a great deﬁl, but I think that to do that kind of criticism now
would be destructive, because I think that the experience of the

twentieth century has been that of canon of artistic creation shattered.

You no longer say to a writer: “Write a realistic play," or: “Write

a three-act or a five-act plav." That kind of criticism which is
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unspeakably ludicrous after Beckett and Artaud and everybody else --
who showed the silliness of those conventions., Those conveniions
are now options. You can use them as a writer, as a creator, if
you want and you can use them to achieve certain effects. If you
want to achieve certain other equally desirable effects you
don't use those conventions, Somebody like Shaw would be very
unhappy writing as a theatre critic now because, essentially, he
was the theatre critic imperaf%r,you know: pointing the way for
the readership and the theatre community toward some.. ideal.
Ibsen on the hilltop: .hat's where we're going. In his time,
that made perfect sense, because there was one formalized
standard of theatre which had outlived its usefulness and there
was every reason to replace it with a new standard of theatre,
That was the experience of all of the art forms up until the
twentieth century. But that no longer is the case, Peép%e\in
the arts, as in the fashion world, can choose a variety of styles
now. So *". critic's job now in this day and age is té lend
insightss to provoke people to think about what they are seeing;
but not to try to dictate crnclusions which I think is what critics
in the old days tended to do and what critics like Gina Mallet,
for example, still tend “0 do. But I think that that is under-
éstimating the current audience and mistaking their temper,because
I don't think that an intelligent rcadership wants to be led by the
nose anymore -- however brilliant the nose-leader may be. The
critics that influenced me are people 1ike Harold Clurman who

wrote in a more contemporary set, and was a great humanist I think.
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That's an interesting thing. I don't see people brining up these
aspects of criticism. The personal temperament and intellectual
orientation of the critic is very important. A critic I know, for
instance, is extremely right-winged, in fact downright authoritarian,
(and to that critic) the object is to use the theatre community as

raw material in order to impose tne critic's own will.

Can nawpaper criticism itself be eniticdized? What would be the
genenal thrust of your endtical opinion of theatre cniticism
published in the Tononto Star?

Firsi of all, in evaluating the criticism that appears in the
newspaper...what I have to do is separate that material from my
knowledée of that critic. I have to overcome very strﬁng feelings
of personal dislike. I have seen most of the pr ductions that

she has reviewed and I would have to'say that,first of all¢she is
an ¢ble critic.h She is very knowledgeable about the theatre.

When she is reviewing in an unbiased “ashion, which is to say,
whegxshe is reviewing a producticn in which there are no actors
with whoni she is conducting vendettas, in which she has not locked
horns with .ie theatre that is presenting it, and so on and so forth,
when she is clear and away from those kinds of entanglements, she
can write quite stunning criticism. That, unfortunately, i3 less
than a quarter of the time as far as I can tell. More often,I find
it difficult when I read her reviews to recognize the production

that I saw. She will dwell at greath Ieﬁgth on matters that I find

to be peripheral. For example, in reviewing a production last
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spring, three—quarters of the review was spent reviewing the a
program notes which were written by the director who is’left-wing
and who had written a pretty left-wing statement, and she simply
stopped at that and talked for three-cuarters of her review about
these liner notes and sumed up the production in the final ten

or twelve lims,_whidl I think has nothing to do with theatre
criticism at all. 1 have also noticed that there are some theatres
that can do no right in her reviews: In the case of the Free
Theatre, I believe she panned samething like twelve\to fifteen
productions in a row. 1 saw those productions and a number of them
were very, very fine. It is also hard to believe that any theatre
staffed by professionals produces that many bad prc:iuctims in a
row. S0 even a person who wasn't privy to background information
might well deduce that same kind of vendetta was being conducted.
In terms of newspaper functioning...a notorious critic can be.an
asset to a newspaper. That raises in my mind ethical Problems

for the newspaper. At what point does the rewspaper balance...

a particular staffer's carryings-on with its responsibility to the
copmmunity?
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MacF: Does your power at the box office, on your power to affect the Lives
0§ people in the theatne bother you? How 4o you cope with this?

CONLOGUE: I'd Vike to come to that in a moment. [ just wanted to say one
other thing about this, this pusiness that we were just talking

51

about. I just read an article in the Financial Post™ , a Duffer's

m mmim m i = PR e mR—— t

Guide io Theatre, I think it was. It's interesting how that writer,
whom I don't know, summed up myself and Gina Mallet., Gina Mallet

. was nicknamed The Hammer, who was known as a ferocidys critic.
I was known as a Young and Ccncerned. Now that is very interesting.
Those are two adjectives which | would want to keep a lot of

distance between myself -- and...

MacF: It's oo bad, they ane perfectly espectable things to be, but 4n

that context... .

CONLOGUE: Exactly. I can't help but think that the tougher aspects of my
criticism (and in some respects I'm a very tough critic) would have
been noticed by that writer had she not been comparing me to a~
critic who is {extremely) tough. So I suffer by comparison. As in
all things human,the negative is more fascinating than the positive.
Everybody reads the Inferno and nobody reads the Paradiso. This is
an old conundrum. So the temptation,if one desires fame or celebrity,
is to be notorious, and I have no doubt that this is the poticy
which Miss Mallet is undertaking very deliberately. I don't think

it's a critic's ta. x to be famous or notorious. I think a critic's
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task is to render a service and tc be a servant of the art. |

realize it sounds very old-fashioned, but it's an old-fashioned

quality which we could do with I think. [ want to see theatre

become a {major force) in this country and I think the only way

to do that is to encourage a committed, intelligent, demanding

audience. And,for that reason,l try to be a reasonably intelligent

and discerning critic, I know that that's going to lose me brownie

points in terms of public perception because it's always more difficult £o
categorize somebody 1ike that than somebody who is simply writing -
raves or pans -~ whiéh again is one way I would describe the
theatre reviews | have seen in the Star in the last fouvr or five
years,

Most productions -in fact deserve mixed reviews. You are dearin;
with prpfessiona’ people. Thev are not going to be producing
amateur Yours. Very few productions in fact deserve to be ranned.
A pan iy my mind is a totally negative review of a production which
had no merits. %Hell,almost any production has at least some merits
and I think it's the critic's job to take ncte of them, however
revolted he may have been by the overall prcject. That'e only
showing a certain amount of respect to the professionalism of the
people involved,..Any critic who a2lmost never writes a mixed review
is a critic who is trying not to confuse his readership. He is
essentially trying to establish ir his readership a very strong
image of himself, as somebody who is either up there or iay down
there, and you have no doubt where he is. [It's a strong image

which the critic is tiying to present. And he is presenting it
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at the cost of the truth. And that to me is the theatrical equivalent
of...the unforgivable crime -~ to put yourself ahead of the art form
to which you are supposedly in service. Unforgivable., It's also
dishonest. You're misleading your readership and you know that

you're misleading them. So there is that problem. Now we can move

On.

A Lot of this (questionnaine) you've covered. 1 find {what you've
just said) very interesting because there are similanities to othen
kindo 0f fournalism within crniticism, and one of the great problems
iq any kind of nowspapen journalism i the Lemptation to see things
as elthen totally good orn totally bad...you've deseribed very well
what 1've asked for next -- your phifodophy of journalism and your
panticular ethics of cniticism within that philosophy., 18 there
anytiving you'd add to that?

I think that a critic has a duty to everybody for whom he is writing
not to obtrude his own personal prejudices on his reviews. and this

is the matter we touched on briefly earlier, but I think 1 would

Tike to expand that because it 1s a problem. Among personal

prejudices i would include what I think of as the osmotic process

of absorbing currently popular public prejudices. The Nbw York Times
reviewer, Frank Rich, may have nothing in particular against Canadians
personally, but 1 believe in his review of several Canadian productions
in New York he has reflecied the current American disenchantment with

Canada, Again, I think a good critic is self-scrutinizing enough
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not to allow that to happen. I realize that's setting a very

high standard -- but what other kind of a standard do you wart to
set for yourself? There's, besides that, the more difficulc
prablem of personal prejudices of which one may or gay not be
aware, This_can rangeé all the way from the predictable prajudice,
anti-semitism for erample. not 14king black people -- well what,

in that case, do you 60 with a play concerning the Holocaust?

What do you do with a play in which the leading actor is Jewish?
What do you do when you have to go to a Black Theatre Canada
production? What you have to do is what Ibsen safd was the task
of the writer, which is to sit in judgment on himself, I think

it was a very perceptive remark. And a critic is a writer, I
think the critic has to try very hard to be honest with himseif
and to listen to what other people may say about him in respect

of his own prejudices., ! think all of us to some extent are aware
of what our prejudices are, however much we may try to soften or
mollify it, 1 &on't think that a critic should indulge in
softening or mo1lifying. The only Question should be, first of all
given I am aware that I have a problem on this issue or about this
ethnic group: Second, can ! or can I not overcome that when I
review this play? Third, if I can't, | send somebody else t¢
review ft. None of that has to be public. You know it can simply
be , if there is ,anything uncomfortable with it, tactically all you
have to do is go to the editoi and say: "I'm not feeling well
tonight, you'll have to send someone eise.” You don't have to wear
your heart on your slecve, but I think it's very important that
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you wear your heart on your heart in this kind of .natter.
There are thornier prejudicial problems, for example, gender problems,
which are very much an issue right now. Half of what you See in the
theatre is an examination of sex-role confusion. If you happen to
be personally confused about your sex role -- what kind of man am I?
Am I macho? Am 1 this, _n I that? Am I dealing with this? Am I
angry about feminism? -~ or for a female critic all the converse
questions...If your own personal development in those things is
confused, tt:n you have to somehow put that face-to-face with
the issue of the kind of plays you are trying to cover. In this
case it is less clear cut. You can't say: "Well, I don't know

- how I feel about feminism, So [ won't review any feminist p!&}i{.
I don't think that's the answer, but the answer is, ! think, in
this case, ty obtrude yourself on the review so that your reader

is alerted. You say, "“This play examined the problem with which I

have difficulty.” 1 think that it's quite important to do that. It
comes under the Qenera] rubric of prejudice. Somehow involve your
reader in that., and sav there is a problem here. .1 think certiin

. kinds of prejudices are more legitimate than others.
| mean, to get back to it, if you just don't like homosexuals,
then for heaven's sakes, it's not enough to write & milifying review,

you just shouldn't be reviewing homosexual plays.

MacF: Unless You want to Leawn. Surnely some biases ane amenable to education.

CONLOGUE: Of course in the theatre, with a bias 1ike that, you've really got
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to deal with it or your're not going to he reviewing ha}f the plays
that are presented. But there is that as an overwhelming problem.
We are all human befngs. Each of us carries a certain amount of
baggage in terms of prejudice, bfas -- however we might 1ike to
describe ft, and somehow that has to be integrated.

Political bias, to return to that one -- one of the first ﬁlays

I reviewed as a critic was a production of a Trevor Griffiths play
called Occupations, I believe. Trevor Griffiths is a commnist,

and the play was set in Italy in the 1920s with an envoy of the

new Bolshevik regime in Russta addressing himself to an [talien
commnist on tactics and issues of {the left).. I'm an NDP voter,
and in this country and in this context, that ﬁeans that 1'm very
sensitized on these 1sshes because ! represent a minority political
viewpoint. I'm not extremely left-wing. I thjnk by Européan
standards I'd be considered pretty wishy-washy. However, I’'m

going to see a play by a playwright. Trevor Griffiths, with whose
political viewnoints I'm basicallv in perspective although he -
being working-class British is much more ;xtreme about it than I'm
e;er 1.able tu be. But I go wanting to explain this writer to my
readers, mst of whom I imagine are not in sympathy with him, and

! don’t want him dismissed,because he is a goud writer. 50 I am
prejudiced in favor of this writer before I even see this production.
Now the production was dreadful. And [ panned it. [ got a letter
from the artistic director a couple of days later saying: "You must
be one right-wing son of a bitch.* And I u5§’so proud of that letter

I've kept ft ever since. And I thought, "God, I’'m going to be a

good theatre critic:"’
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CONLOGUE

How would you descrnibe youn beliegs, youn philosophy of journalism?
Do you subscribe to a particulan ethics of caiticism within your
phitosophy?

-
Yes that big question. The world view or orientation of the critic.
It's a difficult one. [ think that in the last generation all of
us have become relatively relativistic. I'm starting to sound
1ike Mackenzie King. But I think that in society at large,
especially, to rehash part of history since the world wars, there
has been a breakdown in formal structures of belief. People who
espouse fairly rigid world outlooks which comtine political and
religious viewpoints tend to set off alarm bells in most of us
now becaus? of our experiences, in this century, with the logical
extreme of that kind of behavior. In the Globe and Mafl right now
for example there's a South American organization running advertise-
ments -- The Coa]ition For Family and Christianity or something --
I don’t know if you've reen these, Essentially, they are running
large expensive ads decrying the government of France because it's
socialist -- in the Globe and Mail in Toronto. Now you take one
look at that and you say: "Family, Christianity -- my ass. This is
a pack of South American fascists and they've got a lot of money
to spend and they don't realize that North Americans aren't that
stupid." And likewise, not to be partisan about it, when the
dictator of North Korea takes out full-fige advertisements in
the Globe and Mail they are much more poorly written, but the
reaction is iden .cal: "They're trying to take us for idiots."”
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So I think all of us tended to become somewhat distant from simple,
declarative kinds of statements. This is good for the arts because
good artists have always been aware of the ambiguity of life, and
to soﬁe extent even‘of the hopelessness of finging final solutions,
and the measure of a writer is with what degree of compassion and
depth can he come to terms with the essential ambiguity of 1ife?

I mean, I think you could call Chaucer an existentialist if you
wanted to, It's a trendy word., But good writers have always heen
existentialists in that they start from ground zero, and they open
their eyes and look, and they see 4t all.

So when you get back to the question of tha critic, some critics

I suppose are more definite about their beliefs than others. I'm
honestly not sure whether this is a good or a bad thing., I think if
one is sure of one's beliefs,it esables one to make more definite
and well-constructed statements. It gives you a structure of
reaction to a work of art. It may be a narrow structure, but at
least it's there. The problem o7 being too existentialist as a
critic is that your reviews can look rather formless after a while.
At what point do you draw the Tine? [n the theatre today you can
see some awfully kinky stitements being made. Can you, or do you,
draw 3 line somewhere and say: "This is decadent. Don't go. It
stinks. This is a depressing view of human nature. This is a
worthless view of human nature." Do you ever come to that point?
Well, ! have been dragged to that point by a few productions despite

my best afforts.
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It must have been extreme.

It had to be very extreme but it happens every so often and, again,
less extreme presentations ! kind of take in my stride. I'm
reminded...] had a letter from an 80 year-0ld English lady in
Rexdale the other day. It said she was never 9oing to read me
again because I had used the word “penis* in one of my reviews.
Somebody reminded me that, yes, there are a good number of people
out there who think that. And I am so far away from that viewpoint
that ! didn't even remember that I'd used the word "penis" in that
review, So,you find yourself as a critic Jjust being one mote in
the flux, and that again comes back to the question of leadership.
I mean you can't in a]\ honesty, inte]]ec;ualize. you can't set
yourself up as a dictator of values unless they're production
values. Those are the only kind of values I think that the critic

ocught to be talking about. No -- but that's too narrow.

As a endtic, unfess you are a total fonmalisi, you do obviously
begin with a strong sense of the vafue of individuals, bul then
thene is the fact that not everybody sees this the same way.
People have difficult social approaches.

The European tradition of criticism: the lTeft-wing European theatre
critic, the right-wing European theatre critic, is, I think, very,
ve}y distant from cur experience here, and I don't discredit it

because I don't understand the societies well enough, [ suppose
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that if the critics are declared advocates of certain viewpoints,

then the public can read both or either or none...

As a maforn enitic, how do you see yourn nesponsibilities-{a) to
your papen (b) to its neaderns (clfto a production's management
and investons [d} to the professdional playpwnights, actorns and
other oreative personnel connected with that production?

I'd say I have less responsibility to my newspaper and to the
show's investors than I do to the readership aﬁd the people on

stage, ['m not sure what responsibility to my newspaper means,

Some people might say: "1 have a nesponsibility to sell newspapers,”

fon instance.

I don't direct myself to doing that. I do my job as well as I can
and if somebody comes to me and says. "Well, nice try but you're
not selling newspapers. This is your dismissal notice,” well, then
that is fine. It's not on my mind. I think I'm working for one
of the few newspapers in the country actually which is in the

position to afford a lTuxury like a critic who writes for himself

rather than selling newspapers.
At feast a papen that undenstands <t can affond the luxuny. 1

don't think thene are any of them that poor. Next, the question

0f whether your powen at the box office concerns you. And second,
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‘does 4t influence what gou write?

First of all, I'm not sure how much power I have at the box office.
Outside of New York and London, which are the acknowledged theatre
centres of the Western world,l think it's a very moot point how

much power a print critic has. When I talk to my compatriots from
Detroit or Chicago, they don't think they have the power to open or close
shows and neither do I. At most,[ have the power perhaps to sell

or not sell, ifei’'s ;7<t grab a figure, say 100 tickets a night.

Well, obviously,in a 1,000-seat theatre,wai'= »nt going to bring

anybody to their knees. In a 200-seat theatre it may.

Take one of the smaller Tononto experimental theatres. 1§ you say
the play is godawful, 48 that not going to affect whethen 4t sfays

open a week on two weeks or three weehs?

No, on that level there is, let's say there's a probability. I
can't be sure though because the theatre people themselves tell
me...for example, there was a production at Passe Muraille a few
months ago cailed Cold Comfort, a very fine show. I wrote a

rave of it. 1 believe it was well reviewed in the Star too. Didn't
sell. Just didn't sell. And the converse can also happen. Shows
have been panned and gone on to become megahits. The reading

public is not as slavishly addicted to theatre critics here as it

is, for example, in New York City. And even there you have an

119

127




]

MacF:

CONLOGUE:

aberration because three-quarters of the print power in New
York City 1S in one newspaper and that's been proven by surveys
and studies. The other media there have a minimal effect on
the theatre. 3o that really is an aberrant kind of situation.
Here I think that the public that goes to see the theatre is
still small encugh that it's composed mostly of people who by
nature are curious and willing to take @ chance. That kind of
person is going tu be less influenced by reviews. When we have a
mass theatre-going audience in this city the way we have a mass
film=going audience, that is when you have people who just
casually go to the theatre, (who) f1ip open the newspaper and,
read a review to decide whether or not they are going to go to
it -- then you will see the critics having some palpable clout,

but that’'s 2 tong way off,

When that happens, and 4§ you haven't gonc on G do something else,
how will you cope with the fact that what you write could desiroy
somebody' s arntistic creation?

I'm never worried about investors because I figure they can afford
it. On the other hard, I am aware that the average Equity actor
makes less than $5,000 a year. That's why they all work in
restaurants. I'm also aware that @ 1ot of them are married and
have kids, and if that show closes two weeks early because of

my review, then that's two weeks' salary that that gquyv doesn't
have to support his family., I can't help being affected by that,
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but I don't think I should be. I think the theatre is a very

brutal business, and people who enter into it know that it's a
brutal business. There's that quote from Ben Johnson: “The drama's
laws the drama's patrons give but we that live to please must please
to live." That's a tough joh description. Not many people have to,
essentially, face the fact thet, regardless of their professional
qualifications, whether they work ¢r not depends on whether they

are liked. Doctors don't worry ab~  that, lawyers don't worry
about that. So as a critic, and here I think that my duty’-- this
is the bottom line I gquess ultimately -~ my duty to the public
supersedes that to the theatre community. I simply have to say:
“No. It's no good. Don't go." And not think about those actors.

That's a professional obligation.

Do you think voun nesponsibilities as a eritic include encouraging
the growth and viab{lity of pnofessional theatre in Canada and
Toronto? 14 that one of wourn responsibilities?

Oh I believe it is. You could say from a narrow viewpoint of
self-interest. Of course. Creating work for myself. More
broaaiy, ves. I believe that culture is essential to the life
of the nation, not peripi<ral, and I 1live in a nation in which
it is broadly thought to be peripherai. !*'s a consequence of
the youth of the nation and the hiatus in cultural life wnich

s created by the colonial experience, and simply had people

leaving their traditions behind and finding themselves in a

situation where for several generations they were occupied
.

w123




MacF:

with survival.

My grandfather lived in a remote part of the country on a farm
where he nearly starved to death. He would have a great deal of
difficulty understanding my mental outlook. So given that we've
only recently, I think, ceme into a situation fn Canada where we
can begin to address the question of cultural identity -- I think
that it's the bounden duty of cultural workers, of whom I'm one,
to open up as much territory as possible.

I don't hesitate to berate Toronto and Toronto theatre-goers, by
and large, because I think that given its size and wealth, the
city ought to be heard much more loudly in the cultural councils
of the world. And it isn't because 1t is still bastcally a city
which is rather shabbily preoccupied with building bank towers.
... [t's a city which can afford to be preoccupied with better
things, I think, at this point. It makes me anqry when I see
this city being left behind by other cities in Canada which are
a fraction of its size, but are producing much more interesting
theatre. So yes, I see it as my job at that point to sit down
an’ say: "Smarten up.” Now somebody else could say right back
to me: "Well, screw you. I don't feel like going to the theatre.
Who needs that?" And everybody else admittedly can {so) choose.
But I believe that that's to choose mediocrity, and I certainly

am not going to hesitate to say so. The hortatory function.

Ae all enitics fadiled futurne on nesting plammights on pergoamens?
On does cniticism in popular newspapers have creative validity
0f 4ts oim?
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Well first of all, as you know from what we were saying earlier,
not all critics are failed performers -- some of them are successful.
You know Harold Clurman is one of the greatest American directors
and one of the greatest American theatre critics. Even Kenneth
Tynan managed to write part of 0 Calcutta though I'm not sure
he ever did anything else in that line. I think it's true

that many critics toyed with the idea of a creative career in

the theatre at one point and backed out. They may have tried

and failed. More likely, as in my case, they simply never tried
because the risks attendant on a theaire career are SO great.

1 think that you have to dbe thirsty for it. You have to be a
personality which desires an impact, couldn't imagine Aoing
anything else, before you wouid be able to overlook the
liabilities of the DrofesQion. So, in that sense,you will find
many critics who simply backed down. Now the corgilary of

that question was...
Does criticism have creative validity og {ts owm?

Béy. that's a therny questien. Again'l don't think that most
of the criticism that I do has a creative validity of its own
because it's too hastily done. I'm not writing to my full
povential as a writer. Criticism in a sort of secure,
thoughtful framework, I think, can have creative value of its
own, Indeed if you talk to creative people: playwrights,
directors, you will very often find that they've been deeply
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influenced by reading essays in theatre written by people who have
been critics and nothing else. So,to that limited extent, it might
be a form of creative function. However, I think that nestling
instde all of us is a conviction -- you see what I have just said
is most influential -~ there is also in there an emotional conviction
that Brendan Behan was quite right when he said that critics are
1ike eunuchs: they see it being done every pight. but they can't
do it themselves,

There is this problem. [ think that the critic is essentially a
journalist and like many journalists, he looxs at a novel and
says, "Why couldn’t I do that?" Because,there is no doubt that,
as far as writing is concerned, the creative writer, that is the
writer in a designated creative medium, is move eSteemed, The
creator will always be more esteemed than the compentator,

however brilliant the commentator. So I think that almost any
critic at Qomn_time or otner is going to try his hand at writing.
I know many critics who have tried to write plays, for example.

I haven't tried it myself yet, but I probably will, Because

there is the rare critic who manages to write a play. You can
always hope that you'll be one of them. But I think the majority
quietly tuck it back into the bureau drawer and forget about it
after a while. Because it isn’t necessarily true that the kind
of organizational abiiity and;stylistic endowment that enables

one to ke a good theatre critic is necessarily going %o be
conjoined with the ear for dialogue, the sense of structure,

and a millfon other criteria that are necessary to write a

good Play., The odds are against it
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MacF: Can cniticism 04 a production be "night” or "wiong?”

CONLOGUE: Fascinating. On a certain level it can be right or wrong. For
example: 1 often talk to people in the theatre community...
about a certain production I've reviewed. Usually it's a
situation where I've givep it a relatively good review. And
there's a kind of clever coy look that they get on their faces
as 1f they know something I don't know. And what they know is
that, from the standpoint of the theatre professional, that was a
bad production...and they all know it...and there is no Question
in their minds that they know it. They know it for very concrete
criteria; they use definite and concrete criteria; it's not a
question of interpretation. They know that the scene that I liked
was, in fact.‘f last-minute compromise because the director just
couldn't get the actress to delfver the goddam line the way he
wanted her to, and so0 he settled for having to do it that way.
They know that what I thought was particularly brilliant bit of
staging was introduced at the last minute because the goddam fly
broke so they had to rush a flat ¥a...so they laugh when the
critic is taken in by that sort of thing. 50,in a sense there
is right and wrong. If something has just been done wrong and yet
still mdnages to impress the critic and the audience, the
theatre people, as 1 suppose any con artist would, say, "Phew. Got

away with that one."
Now,on a more intangible level there is a question of excellence

and badness in the theatre. On the level that I am tﬁlking about-
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nowscriteria of taste and historical moment are dominant., I came
out of an academic background in which I was taught that there are
absolutes. 'Shakespeare will always be a great playwright. Molikre
will always be a great playwright. Since working in the
theatre,l've encountared a much more relativistic world. Paul
Thompson of Theatre Passe Muraille once said to me: "No, Moliere
‘was great when he wrote," and, then, which apparently is historically
trues for almost one hundred years he wasn't produced, Because for
whatever reason, because of popular tastes and attitudes during
that century Moliere wasn't interestinc, And Paul said: “During
that hundred years he wasn't great and then he got great again.

And then,for a while he wasn't great and now he's great again
because everybody's producing him again. He's speaking to people.”
The criterion of greatness is: At this moment are you getting
through to the audience q;,aren't you? NoL obviously a lot of
playwrights never come back. The plays are lost, they are just
nad, they're iérelevant. they're opaque, they're whatever,

they're too mannered, too narrowly identified with their own time.
There you can say without hesitation: That writer was not great.
But what about this on again off again? What do you do with that?
I suppose you have to conclude that any writer that keeps coming
back tike a slugged puicher is a great fighter. No matter how
often he has beeqjknocked down he gets up again, and that's as

close as you can come to an absolute, and it's not the academics

who rule on what makes a great writer.
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I assume that the quote, "ALt wo&k.ia not of equat vatue." is onme
with which vou ayree. What {8 it that qualifies dou Lo decide
whiﬁh ;5 the productions You ace 48 more valuable than anothen?
What do You discenn that T might not? Wiy {8 yourn opinion valid?

Well take a play like The Elephant Man, a very powerfully writfen

play. Even a bad production of it is going to impress an audience
which has not seen a good production. So my job quite simply,
having seen a good production of that play, is to say, "Hey, you
know, this could have been a lot better. 1 know you {loved} it --
but boy: If you'd really seen it, it would have hit you three times
harder, and by the way, even though you liked it, you probably
didn't get the value from this scene, which has quite a beautiful
passage in i%. The actor mumbled and you missed something there,
and over nere you might have missed this. [ hope that by doing
that...” Well, your question is: What gives me the right? {What
gives me the right) is that !'ve seen more and that I know how

it could have been done better. That's simply chat.

The next question (it might occur more sinongly to me, Living 4in
London, Ontario) is whether you apply different standards £o
different binds of production: That <4, 12gional, amateur,
Stratfond, Broadway, classical, vernacular and a0 go*th? 1§ do,
how is this justified?

It's part of what I try not to do. The earlier generation of
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critics in Toronto were polar‘zed around Nathan Cohen who beiteved

that all things should be judged by the same criterion -- and he,

therefore, panned almost everything he saw, because you had a youthful*

theatrs cummqpity which lacked fxperience being judged by the same
criterta as New YorE. Or one diq what Herb whittaker did, which
wat to attempt to pe relativistic about it, Ifﬁin very torn about
that issue: I don't know which of the two critics was right in !
his time, but I do know that now it is not right to be relativistic
any more, Our peoplie have had .enough time and enough experience,
and to continue to erect tariff barriers...is to encouraﬁe
mediocrity. 1 really believe ihat people don't reach for the

best in themselves unless they have been scared to death bylknowing
they are gcing to be stood up against the best. Granted, toughness
of character isn't necessarily concommitant to artistic talent. -
It may well, be that there are arvistically talented people why

will never be realized, because the trauma of that kind of

Judoment will knock them out of the ring, and 1've seen that happen.
It's a loss, but it's an unavoidable 10ss, and the residue are the

people who are both talénted and tough, and they're the ones you

nave to go with,

1t seems Lo me that this may nule out some of the plays at a place
Like the Blyth Festival near my home, for instance, They may nol
aspire to be other than regional plays; they may not be aiming fox
Broacdway orn whatever, but they have thein owm excellence, 14 seemed

Lo me that you had this in mind when gou covered Blyth not 40 Long ago.
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CONLOGUE: Well,again I'm not sure what a regional play is.

MacrF: No. T don'2 bnow fon sure eithen.

CONLOGUE: I think that theatre by its nature is parochial...Because of the
cost, because of the electronic distribution (television and film)
aren't parochial, are forms that tend therefcre to be general in
their thoughts and presentatic. But theatre is a parochial art.
It always starts off speaking to the audience that the playwright
knows and playwrights who try to speak to a larger audience usually
fatl. Most writers who succeed on Broadway, when you talk th them
(I will generalize here and say this has always been true)fare
writers who did not start off trying to hit Broadway. Théy are
writers who started off trying to speak with a certain conviction
and a certain amount of passion to their audience. They had
something they were trying *. cet off their chests. They Leren‘t
writing becausé'they wanted to make a million bucks. So,in that
sense ,a play presented to the rural audience at Blyth and a
first-time play presented to an audience in Chicago are exactly

/ the same. The writer hopefully,is aware cf his audience and is

| trying to speak to it as truthfully as he ggn. So,in that sense,
as far as the quality of script is concerned, ! would try to apply
the same standard in both cases. And what you are referring to
is probabl, instances in which I failed to do that. 1 know that I
failed to do that on more than one occasion. | regret a couple of
those Blyth reviews. because in retrospect I know that | over-praised

the prodictions and | shouldn't have done that. Blyth is
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actually a remarkably successful phenomenon in that it has managed to
become a successful popular theatre in a non-urban setting and
that's very rare, Of course, you just discount the straw hat
circuits ard the red barn theatre and so on, which are pandering
oberations. But Blyth is a good quality theatre operation. 1
quess what I am saying,is given that I tended to over-praise it,..
giving overly positive reviews to pro.ictions that didn't really
deserve it, (Blyth is} quite an achievement. The best +eatre
has always ¢rown out of circumstances like that. Peter Brook was
very accurate in his book The Empty Space when he said that what
started off as a Dyonisian revel has now tu-ned into the gala
evening, Mind you,there is an inherent falseness about a lot of
the big-city theatre presentation. Weli if you will just look
at, for example, the American theatre, many of the best young
American playwrights have never had a Broadway success and maybe
they never will.s It's a completely different thing: a generation
390 you expected Tennesse Williams and Arthur Miller and Edward
Albee to succeed on Broadway because Broadway at that point was
still a reasonably functioning theatrical venue. Now it's become
something different, It has calcified to a point where almost
nothing but musfcais or what I think of as extremely shocking
straight plays, sucn as ~- well ook at the straight plays that

have succeeded on Broadway the lhst few years: The Elephant Man,

Whose Life Is It Anyway? 'A lot of disfigurement and deformity
make very good plays about disfigurement and deformity -- but
still,it's a speciality. You don't want to demand that your
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writers only write that kind of play -- or family dramas...You have
a theatfle scene which 1s a market calcified to a point where only
certain kinds of plays can succeed. In smaller markets, with
productions of smaller budgets, you don't have to have 100,000 i
people seeing it every week, but -- well not 100,000 every week

but grossing $100,000 every week. You can write more intelligently.
That's all there is to it, and you can respond. [t's like

precision instruments and gross instruments. You can do much

more interesting things with a little sports car than with a

Mack truck. Broadway is a Mack truck now.

Brahms on somebody sadid: "Musdic 44 kept alive on the cottage
piano of the amateuwr.”" The regionals anen't, 4in that sense,
"amateun,"” of counse, but there's a similanity between that and

what you'ne saying.

(This is) one of the things that came through to me very much in
this last three weeks of travelling around the country. I came
back as exhilarated by this trip as by any trip §'ve made to New
York. because I saw, for example, in places 1ike Saskatoon. people
who are really excited by the theatre. Really excited! They are
as intelligent or talented as people in New York and are much more
likely to actually do some good work. And they do yrod work.

The impulse seems to be less confused in smaller places. [ went
out to drink with a couple of the administrators in one of the
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theatres of Saskatoon and they dragged a quy along with them

who [ thought was just some hanger-on or other. We were sitting
around joking and horsing around and having a few beers -~ and |
found out afterwards that he was the president of the board of
the theatre. He js, as presidents of theatre boards have to
be, quite a wealthy local businessman. I thought: In Toronto,
that man’s equivalent would see the administrators of that
theatre only in his front rocom in Forest Hi11, and they would sit
ang sip tea or sherry. That's a completely different kind of
encounter, for different reasons, different values. That quy in
Saskatoon loved theatre and he was excitea, His counterpart in
Toronto, at the risk of generalizing, is probably far too likely
to be on that theatre board because somebody's tol: him that in
terms of his corp.rate climb this is the next best thing to do.
I would definitely say that is true of the Stratford board which
I find to be detestable. I'm not irrational on this subject., 1
recognize a gooh board member when I meet one, but you meet them

in small cities, not big ones.

Back to cniticlsm itself, and the validity of it. We dealt with
whether thene was a "sound” view of a production,..

Ves I think on the mechanical level there is a sound view of a
production, just to clarify that a bit, But in terms of the
ti-ansmission of values, what is a great play for one generation

will not be for another, bu* I think that's an inescapable thing.
]
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Taste, that is, "the good" in theatre is not a platonic thing at
all., What is good in theatre is determined by a certain number
of human betngs who have a combination of the following things:
(a) Elegant articulation (good talker and therefore influential),
or (b) They have a podium, 1ike critics (I speak to 300,000
pecple every day. How many people get to do that? How many '
poople get to be that influential?), or (c) They are just people
who are unusually definite about their ﬁpinions and can enforce
them regardless of whether they are right or wrong. Gina Mallet
is a good example of that. [’'ve watched her browbeat people...
making sure that what is considered to be good theatre is what
she thinks is good theatre. I think it is always true that

what ultimately percolates to the top as an idea of what is now
exciting theatre,..fs simply a question of the force of the
varfous voices whicl happen to be around at that time. Would we
think, for example, that Samuel Beckett was a good playwright,
had not the best and most articulate voices of his generation
enforced the idea that he was a good playwright? So on that
level I'm not sure. It gets back to the thing about Molikre being

switched on and off.

1§ there 48 no one "comrect” critical judgment, is newspaper
erditicism simply impressionistic?

Somebody who chooses Lo stay in newspaper criticism for a fair

lergth of time will write better than that {impressionicm)
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because he will have seen so much that 2 certain intellectual
structure will emerge ;fter a while. But most newspaper critics
don't stay in the job that long. My two predecessors did

two years apiece. I think that at the end of two years I was just
beginning to understand my job. At the same time look at my
sttuation. The curtain comes down at ten-thirty or eleven

o'cloék. I take ten or fifteen minutes to get back to the
newspaper., 1 start writing by anywhere between a few minutes
before eleven o'clock and ten after eleven. My deadline is

eleven forty-five. So I'm writing a piece in an hour at the

most, often a half an hour. Now even George Bernard Shaw could
not have written great theatre criticism under those circumstances.
And T think we ought not to delude ourselves about that. It will
be itmpressionistic in the sense that what you're writing about

is your first impress"mn of the play. Sometimes that's enmough.
Again, if the play happens to be one in a genre that you understand
fairly well, you can write a formal kind of review. This farce is
a pad farce for these reasons. The clues weren't dropped in the
early scenes. The writer wasted dialogue. He did this, he did
that. You can know those things immediately when the curtain comes
down. And probably in the majority of cases you can write a
reasonably decent review. But what do you do with the challenging
play? It is very often true that I don't knox what I think of a
play until at least a day after I've seen it. I find myself on a
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significant number of occasions regretting my review., Sometimes.
rare, still but it happens, I don't know for weeks. Eventuaily

I know, It purcolates to the surface almost in a subconscious
fashion. * You just wake up one morning and realize that you've
forgottan most of what you saw in the play. You may have been
very impressed with it wﬂen you walked out, but the truth of

the matter energes when things fade away and you realize the
thing didn't have a focus. It had a lot of spectacle perhaps.

It was a shocker, it was this, it was that, put it wasn't

focused -- and the truth may take a while to emerge. In that

-sense you have done your reader a disservice because you had to

write your first impression, and it was wrong.

A minon question -- can a cnitic erjoy gniendly nelationships
with people whose wonk hefshe may be called upon to judge? Do
you? How do you deal with this problem?

No. I don’t think that's possible. It's frustrating because
it's natural to want to be friends v:th people with whom you
have something in common ﬁnd in that s2@nse the critic's position
vis-a-vis the theatre community is an unnatural one. But the
human reality is that you can't help but be influenced. When
you know that you have to answer to the people who you are
writing about. as you obviously do if you know them socially,
you pull your punches. 1'd pull my punches and I think any

critic who says he wouldn't is a liar. The best critics have
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no relationships whafﬁoever with the theatre conmunity. They
write nothing but reviews, they never do interviews. That's a
sensible ‘precaution. Unfortunately oyr situation isn't
sophisticated enough that newspapersare willing to hire a critic
Just to criticize. ['m compelled also to do interviews, which I
find difficult, but not impossible, because again you don't
parlay an interview into a friendship. You talk to the person
oncer usudlly before a show,and you don‘t have to face them again.
So the only problem there is that you may be influenced by having
essentiaily been given a two-hour pep talk on the production. If
you're anything luss than a pathological personality, of course
you're going to be {nfluenced by an encounter with another
person...If you Tike the person you are talking to, how can you
help but be influenced? You are privy to information that the
audience isn't and th;t's very bad for the critic. I'm also
obliged to do news coverage which is even worse. Thnat's a
ghastly situation and ! wish I could make my editors under-
stand the problem. Again they cling to the fiction that I'm a
reporter. They are wrong. Reporters don't 9o around writing
commentary pieces on the materfal that they normally report on.
Well they do, but not in the same sense that I do, and what do

I do if a publicist phcres me up and says: '"dey, I know who

the big star in Stratford is going to be this summer." Well my
editors want us to be first to have the name n print. -On the
other hand...that publicist...says please do an interview with my
lead actrr. [ very likely won't be interested in doing that
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interview. The lead actor, odds are, isn't somebody whose recent
work has dazzled me, that I've been dying to talk to. So if I say
no, | have to worry about whether that publicist will phone me the
next time he has a juicy tidbit. And it's very likely that he
won't. Why should he? Nothing in it for him. '

1t {8 confusing the nole of a beat neponter -- who bagomeé part 04
the pobitical, on police, ox whatever establishment he's covening,
and an editonialist who acts as a public anbiter 0f the same
28 ablishment. Like working both sides of the street. ;
I find it insufferable and you know, theatre people who come out
of the British tradition, for example, are appalled when I phone
up and ask them for an interview -~ and I think they are right.
But we haven't come to the point where pewspaper will pay to have
two people covering that beat.

1t must be very close to it. The Globe has centainly in the
Last few yeans beefed up its establishment.

One would think so. ‘iowever, we stil]l have eight writers covering
arts beats and we have only two General assignment writers in our
department. So I can't count on the help of either of those
writers. You know even the one of them who fortunately is

very interested in theatre and who is the.ght of in the theatre

comnunity as my second stringer, is not in reality my second
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stringer at all, She can be assigned to be doing something else
the night that | need her...sc we do suffer still from our youth,

I think, as an institution.

As a Ligelong rationabizer, 1'd say: "That's trwue, but-we've
come a hell of a Long way in the past ten yeans."

Absolutely! My editors will say right back to me, "Look -- we're
supporting ten full-time arts writers and it's a large expense. We
are sending you travelling, we're paying your cab chits and your
iong-distance phone calls and the department has a budget of over

a miliion doliars a year." Again, | assume ‘bviously we (arts
writers) are paying those bills or we woulan t be there, but it is

an improvement and it ref'ects the size and scoperof the arts scene
in Toronto if the newspaper can afford to do that. Sadly, it's

not true anywhere else in Canada, and it isn't likely to Jecome

true because in smali cities -- I suppose this ie as true in Leicester,
England as it 15 in Saskatoon -- the local newspaper can only afforde
to have one Parson writing about the arts because, damn it, there

isn't that much going on, . .
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Do you believe that a datly newspaper theatre critic provides a

gervice to readsrsy Ie 30, could you describe the service.
b ]

You're saying it happened. A critic's acting as a reporter, saying
1t'§ happened, where it happened, who's in it and by interpreting whats
happening, I gquess, you're also offering an ¢pinion whether the reader
should ﬁay to see it. That's one. Two, you're offering an opinicn,

ar educated opinion, against whicn playgoers, pecple who enjoy plays,
can bounce their own opinions,. and three, 1 guess the most

crucial, is that you are alerting the public to something important
that's happening in your City.

Do y;ou belleve that theatrical eriticism enjoys a high readership

tn your paper? Why?

The entertainment sgction in our paper is pretty well read I gather.

It's one of the five most popular features of the Star. And I

think because of Nathan Cohen, anyone who's a Star critic will have

a very high profile, and probably therefore get a pretty good readership.
And by nature just by being the biggest paper we get a big readership.

How does your approach to theatrical criticism fit within your paper's

editorial philosophy?

I don't think our editorial poli-y, frankly, is that clear-cut. You
know, we certainly get no feeling about whal we should be writing

about, what I should be writing about or anything. But quite obviously
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‘'we are a mass paper. We're not going to a select audience, we're

coing to a very wide audience. And I think that reflects on question

4 which is ...

Doge your eritical/intellectual etyle conform to one or another
orothodox category of criticism: 8soctological, formalistic, psychflogical,
ete.? Or do you find that elements of eeveral eritical approaches

are present in your work?

I really don't think of orthodox categories of critic1§g4ff/gohid use,
I could write, in a daily paper. I'm writiag fSi an enormous number
of different n..ds of people so obviously I think what you have to do
is create your own style to suit the paper and to suit the time and
to probably suit the work offered. Eclectic is probably how I would
describe it. [ think that one thing does get ové??bOked in all this,
and that is that it js primarily a writing Job. gl think that if you
aren't a good writer, you're not going to be able to comg'éo grips
with Being a newspaper critic. 1 think you cannot bring a qroup of
orinciples and try and apply them across the board. [ think you have
to Just always be completely honest with yourself. That obviously
means a person has a job where he has to be a writer and in that sense

be educated, and have a really good Grasp of where theatre comes out of

and where it fits into.

Then I think you have to really, really go into yourself about it.
Like all writing, I mean 211 art, you find it in yourself or you don't

find 1t. I think the mast boring criticism is the kind of criticism
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that pays no attention to what is actually happening on the stage.

That's what bores me, anyway.

Is there a convention concerning the role of the newspaper critic

that is tacitly observed by both critic and reader? For instance,

18 the critic supposed to be giving useful guidance to the iheatrical
people, and the newspaper's readers observing the process over hig/her Q
shoulder? Is the critic supposed to be the audience's advocate in
seeking entertainments of a certain standard? What do you see as the
econventional, or Mythical, relationship among eritie, audience,

theatre and reader? How does it relate to the reality of daily

newspaper oriticism?

Is there a convention? I don't really think so. Most people, I
suspect, read a piece of criticism as a piece of writing -- unless

they are in the theatre where of course they read it avidly,

It's bread and butter then.

Yes, put it through a magnifying glass, Memorize it for
lifetime. But most people, I think, read it to get an idea of really

just what's going on, and to be amused, to be entertained, to be

informed.

Is the critic ... this is a knotty}problem. The critic is obviously
the audience's advocate. That's one of the most valuable things a
critic has to offer in that a critic's got to notice what's ghastly about
a show in terms of standards. .1 51
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If the people can't get on the stage, you've qot to

say that. If _ne lighting doesn't work and if people can't remember
their lines -- all t&ose things are very basic reportage. You can say
it doesn't matter, you can say there are extenuating circumstances,
but you've got to notice that for the audience's sake. If you

raally are interested in encouraging people to go to the theatre, and
encouraging, I believe, is a good thing to do, you can't say: “Well,
you don't understand -~ they can't act yet." You've got to say

people have to have standards.

" ...critics are supposed to give useful guidance to theatrical people.*
I think there lies death. The lesson theatrical people 12arn from
newspapers, I hope, i3 simply that you can't be a special pleader.

If you're going tc pay twenty bucks and you're going to go out for the
evening and you're going to spend two hours in a small space, you
deserve to have someone's best efforts put at your disposal, and I think

that's a reality that they've got to take.

Pn the other hand, I think that a perceptive critic will cbviously

salt that information with as many insights as they can offer that

will show exactly what they mean. I think ong‘s duty is to be clear-cut
you know. I don't think there is a relationship other than that. The

only relationship is that we‘re read. We'rve like actors. If people

don't come to see you, you're dead.

How do you approach a production? What ave you looking for?

How did you arrive at these eriteria?
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MALLET: Well, I should say I try to go open-minded as far as I can do so.
I'm willing to watch whatever goes on -~ maybe not for all the time
I'm there. 1 think a play or production has to have an jrresistible
something that holds the attention way past the first stimuli to
something that gives you a chance to apply intellectual analysis.

If you can’t get to that point I think you are in a bit of trouble.

I always look for the establishment of an atmosphere that gives

the audience a context of what they are going to see. And then what
you hope and pray for is that the production will be well enough
done so that the ideas that exist in the play, i there are ideas

in the play, will be able to come through.

There are also obviously the basic criteria, and that is, what is it
they are doing? Why are they doing it? And are the} doing it well?
These are the three basic questions that you do constantly get back
to. I think now aft being a critic for six years, the hardest
thing to see on staée is a human being. And I think that now

that is what I look for.

thern I talk about standards, I don't expect everyone to be able

to 9o out and afford terribly expensive sets, but one expects a play
to be dome in a way that fulfills it 6 and that can mean just simply
with a chair, but done with such intensity and purpose you reaily

know exactly what's happening. &

MacrF: When you write a oritical piece what dc you intend it to do?
Is the piece suppoaed to function at rore thar one level? Wnat

purpose{al does it serve’
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Well I guess provoke, spur, create interest, controversy; make
people think, make people want to go in some cases; make people
aware of why the play isn't working in other cases. One hopes that
it does function at several levels. It finctions as a report, and as
a something that makes people think a bit harder. Many times one
sees a play or production in which ... whether theatre can continue
to exist must come up. You've got to question all these things,

So I think that in a good piece, you're really writing well and

cn top of it, you're always writing to that point; you're always
saying vhat it is for the theatre to be alive. I don't think

that's too heavy. One may nut succeed in doing it. But I think you've

got to try and sxite that.

Do you write for a partitcular audtence, or sitmultaneously for
different groups in the community served by your newspaper? How

do you comceive of your audience(s)?

No I really don't write for a particular audience and as I say I

try and avoid the theatre audience as my specific audience, I
really write to try and reach as many people as possible. Matthew
Armold, made a point that the greatest function was to get as

many people in on something as possible, to spread culture around,
to say: '"Look, this does have relevance to you. This does mean
something to your lives ... It's ... interesting and entertaining
to you." Otherw’se we're not 9oing to have people. 1 don't believe

in ivory towers [ guess.
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How would you desenibe Your philosophy of jowrmalism? Do you subseribe

to a particular eth.cs of criticism within the philosophy?

Eh, eh! 1I've seen Absence of Malice. I don't know if I have a philosopny.

I think ethics. Reporting, I assume, has dthics. You've got to be
accurate, you've got to analyze ycur own biases -- and the same applies
in the theatre: determination not to let one’s ego intruce. I believe
that both sides of the storv should be reported. 1In criticism, I just
don*t think you do report both sides of the story. I think that you're
presenting an opinion -- based on your own knowledge and convictions

and whether you're a good enough writer to get that across.

As a major critic, how do you see your responsibilities (a) to your
paper (b) to its peaders (¢} tc a production's management and investors

(d} to the professional playwrights, actors and other creattive persomel

comnected with theé production? 5

To the paper, basically to produce readable copf and t0 make sure, in what
you are reporting, that you are doing a job for them really. It is a
purely professional function. For the readers, well, I think you've
really got to fullfil certain reader expectations. When one is writing
for the popular press you, therefore, have to see it as partly a

consumer Jjob. You are sasing whether something is good or bad in terms
that they can understand, so they can make a decision 2bout going to see
it. I think what you try and do is, over a period of time, extend their
awareness of the theatre as a place that is not merely a place to go to

say right or wrong, but a place that can offer you. one hopes, an ever
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larger variety of expen;ience. I think, like Diaghilev, your really
primeé job iS never to bore. The management ... I don't think we owe

anything to the management of the theatres — I don't think

.we should have anything to do with them. I think we should stay at

am's length as much.as possible. The professionals ... well, again,
this is a very tcugh one. Our first and foremost job is to

write for the readers. I think, though, the real problem with this one,
certainly in Canada at the moment and in Toronto in particular, is

that everything a critic writes is graven in stone for the profession.
They take what you say unbelievably hard and they are so hungry for
reaction that they want the critics basically to do a job which we
can't do for them, which is go through a production with a fine-tooth
comb, I am amazed at some of the things people call me up and say.
"Didn't you notice that?" Or: "Wny didn't you notice that?" Or: “why
didn’'t you discuss tha.?” Or: "Wwhy didn't you write more about that?"
There is this tremendous hunger for reaction, which I am afraid comes out
of the fact that we don't yet have a really well informed audience.

They are obviously not getting feedback enough.

They want you to fill a vacwm.

Yes. They want to be told a number of thines which, if we had

a sturdier profession, a more self-aware profession in some ways, they
would be able perhaps to get from their fellows. Once you get a real
professibna] community, you will hear actors describe a scene in the piay
:35 very important that to the general pubiic wasn't very important, and

shouldn't necessarily be very important for the deneral oublic. The
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growth of a profession is not necessarily the growth of an art,

iv you understand. I can use an example here. I was talking yesterday

to John Wood who directed Journey's End earlier this year at MAC, and

he said he was very offended with me. He said, "How could you say the

end of Journey's End has a homosexual feeling about it?" 1 said, "Because

I've read all the books about the men who fought the first World War

and T know a lot about that gemeration and the society from which they

came, and the custom of older men adopting younger men. Even if it

wasn 't explicitly homosexual, it is certainly an example of homophilia"
"Well, he said, "I went through all of R.C. Sherriff (the author) and

I couldn't find any of that." Do you see what I mean? He is looking at it

the wrong way from my point of view. But,you know,this is a timely

discussion, one which I would hope would happen within the vrofession. Although

he is right in a Yiteral sense, the fact is that for the public, the

interesting thing is that from that plav you get a whole era. You don’t

just get the nlay itself.

I think that it is the difference between @ anatomist's interest in

the form and what can be seen from the outside. They are two legitimate

interests.

Well, this is the problem. 1 think the profession at th2 moment is
starved for informed feedback and iends to want the popular press to

do it for them when I don’'t think we can.

Does your power at the boxr office concern you? Does it influence
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MALLET: No, I really think a critic can't waste one’s time on that. The moment
you do you are compromised. Unfortunately, I suspect that if you are half-way
good as a critic and do get a readership, you have a power which is put
of proportion; I don'tereally know what you can do about that. The whole
tradition of criticism is that there are lots of critics. We ar§ now in
a very bad era for criticism. This is one of the tragedies of the

. Canadian theatre. The Canadian theatre is growing up at a time of
democratization of art, which tends to say criticism is unfair and
elitist. Yet you are never going to really have people sweating their
quts out unléss they have some unfair and uneasy standards to try and
reach. So we are caught in this box. We haven‘t really established

in this ccuntry, because | guess we don't have that tradition really,
that the greatest things in life are things you suffer for. Of course,
the democratization of art doesn’t believe that. It pelieves that if you
spit on the sidewalk that's just as important as Michelangelo sculpting

David. So we've 90t a real problem of perception and definition at the

1
o

moment here,

MacF: Do your responsibilities as a eritic include encouraging the growth
and viability of professional theatre (g) in Canada, (b) in Toronto?

If 8o, how do you carry out this responaibility?

MALLET: One hopes that by being there witnessing, you are in effect encouraging.
I think active encouragement in the terms of: "I really think these

people deserve to axist although I hate them," is missing the point.

You have to believe that what you are seeing is worthwhile and will go on.

We are past the stage where just by existing, a theatre must be praised.
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I think at the very beginning, that probably was important, like an
arateur group in a small town. They are offering something no one
else offers. A theatre comes along and puts on a play no one else

has dured to put on, Whether that production is good or bad is
immaterial. The fact €hat they've put on the play is cbviously of far

greater importance.

But now I think our priorities ard different. [ £hink that the way

a critic today, at this particular time in Candda, can encourage the
development of professional theatre, is by/making absolutely clear what
his Or her standards and beliefs are about theatre, and by making sure
every time you write, that those priorities are clear. This is the orly
way you can encourage it. By being absolutely clear in explaining what
you do and don't 1ike. Those are the only things. We are, at the moment
in Canadian theatre history, where we have got to start saying what
things we do believe are worthwhile and what aren't. But that is

how we 2ncCourage,
The time for affirmutive agction is past?

Yes, it is established now. We have got many, too many, theatres in
some ways vor the profes:.ion we now have, 50 let's start making decisions
about what kind of theatres we think are going to grow. That I think

at the moment is the critic's responsibility.

Critics obviously need theatre, Sometimes the reverse is not felt to

be true. Would you give me your view of the mutual needs of theatre

for eritie and vice versa? 159
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Do critics need art? Sure. I don't think you can have critics

without something to criticizeJ”#he real growth in this country of theatre
really has at this poini less to do with the critics than with the

ability to make it a living art for audiences. But, of course, I believe
absolutely that a theatre that'; any good needs critics. I don't see

how a really good theatre hera.will grow without informed criticisms

and often ‘sharp criticism -- and [ think all criticism is positiv% when

it is clear cut, to be perfectly blunt. What we need at this point,
particularly in Canadian theatre, s people able to discuss things

on a scale ... Maybe cur ;heatre hasn't reached that scale yet.

But we have got to see what we are aiming for, wnat 2 classical theatre
really meihs. what a regional theatre really means, I think that at this
moment, yes, we certainly need critics. And there is a whole other part of
it. Criticism should be part of the literary life of a country. Reading
criticism should be fun for lots of peopl~ who don't gotto the theatre.
That's it. [ really think that the roie of the critic in the development
of theatre in an activist sense, is out of the question. If we lose

our detachment and write from the vantage point of the people putting

on the stuff, we are doing them no service and we are simply confusing

the audience totally.

Are all eritics failed future or resting playwrights or performers?
Or does eriticism in popular newspapers have creative valtdity of iis

own?

A critic is a reactor, someone who likes to react and analyze a reaction.
I don't think playwrights or performers like to do that, are necessarily
152
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&“eflect{';b in that way, and I think, therefore, that it's a different
instinct. [ happen to think that Shaw's music criticism was much
better than his drama criticism because {in it) he had no ambition;
he wasn't out proselytizing rather than reflecting and reacting. I
think criticism in popular newspapers just depends on how good the

writer is, honestly. Tt has no validity at all if you can't write a line.
Can eriticiem of a production be "right" op "wrong"?

I'm not sure, Right or wrong sort of carries a moral connotation. But

I can say that certainly there is good and bad criticism. Gond criticism
I think, is insightful has perceptions and tries, at least, to deal

with some ideas and also correctly calls a play or production in terms

of interpretation. I think someone who goes to Hamlet ond says this
should be played by a black man, that's a bad critic. Anything Tike
that, you've got to know what you are writing about. If you can’t get the
plot right for 'inst-ance. or if you've misunderstood the central

character, then it's obviously a bad piece of criticism.

"All work 1e not of equal z;alue. ¥ Thig appears to be a centval asswmption
of eritictam (althogh posaibly not quite such a truism as it appears).

In any case, what it it that qualifies you to decide which of the '
productions you see is more valuable than another._’ What do you disce.m

tha. I might not? Why ia your opinton valid?

A1l work is not of equal value, Absolutely. Of, course -- all work

fs not of equal value! That's a political idea. A socialist idea which
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is absolute madness as far as I'm concerned. What is it that

qualifies e ic tecide? well the only possible reason that qualifies

me is that I've now spent six years comparing and looking at productions,
and many years before that going to a theatre 2 great deal and

analyzing and writing about it so that it's simply the body of knowledge
I've accumulated. That's my only qualification, My opinion ~-- whether
it's valid or not -- depends entirely on whether or not the readers

are really convinced by it. 0Or whether it gues beyond, whether it means
samething more than, just the statement of samething being good or bad., I
think you are having an effect if someone says: ™Well, T never looked at
it that way before,” ard that they are intorestsd enowth to consider it

seriously.

Do you apply different standards to different kinds of production:
regtoral, amatewr, Stratford, Broaduway, classical, vernacular and
8o forth? If so, how 18 this justified.

{
No. One tries not to. I don't go to amateur theatre so I apply the

same standard across the board.

If you were a local critic, how would yYou cope with the problem of

amateur stage?

Well ! think "hat's a good point. What I think one would have to do
would be to simply demand that you are not given much sPace (for the purposel,

and to find out what they want. I don't think amateur stuff should be

covered except in reportage. It shouid just be that sc-and-so was there, but
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there shouldn't be any attempt to try and apply professional
standards at all in that case, because obviously they are nct serious
people. Their lives don't depend on it. It can be delightful,
believe you me. But I think one line does it. Take it Tightly.

It atways seems to me that critics are tentative in their assertions

about the role of the craft, but often quite didactic tn their observationa
during their exercise of it. This seems8 incomsistent to me. Does
newspaper criticigm tend to imply that it 18 something which it actually
18 not: authoritative, certain of clear-cut 8tandards, possessed

of unquestioned geocess to the truth? If so, why?

*

Tentative, that's rather an intereﬁting point. I think critics don't
always see themselves as other people see them. I think the very act
of offering criticism makes one seem terribly authoritative - which
of course one fsn't necessarily. And also I think that the fact that
it comes out the da} after the show, and it has usuaily got space
limitations of some kind, and you're writing very fast... means

it's much sharper. It should be. 1 think good pewspaper criticism
is very sharp for this reason, because you're having to pare it all
down to essentials. I think that makes the critics sound much more
definite than they usually are. I don't think critics want to be cast
in the role of the heavy, but if you. 90 have fun with a production,
if you come back to the office and say ha ha ha, I'll do this as a
parody -- then you really do cet the theatre community on your neck.
They can't have it both ways, you know. If you decide you are not '

going to mention anyone's names, this is too dreadful, but I'll just do
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a parody of it, then they all get hysterical So there is absolutely
no way you can win but I don't think what critics write is written
in stone. It really is how they are perceived more than what they

themselves intend.

Asswning that your judgment is valid, i1g a judgment that dieagrees

with it invalid.

Yes. ‘I assume my jucggment's valid. I have trouble with the word
“valid". 1It's just that, sure, I would say I would usually stand

up for my judgment agiinst someone else's,

In other words, is there an authentically sound view of a production?

If so, how i3 it determined? (By unanimity, for instance?)

I don’t know if there is an éuthentically sound view. But I think

o

1

the critic who offers the most interesting perceptions, and thus clearly

illuminates a play -- I think maybe that is what you should mean by that --

itluminates the play in a way that makes people *think about it.

There's a tremendous Problem about this. f think it really is a quality

of mind we're talkir, abouyt. You eitheyr have it or you don't.
Gbviously the reviews become authoritative in people's minds -- for

whatever reason.

If there t8 no one "eormect” aritical judgment, then is (daily newspcper)

eriticiem simply impresstonistic?
156 .
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MALLET: Yes criticism is impressionistic but I don't think that means that
the perceptions it can contain are not right on target. Or th:t the
opinion expressed isn't the one that's going to be the best one for
putting the play in perspective. Again'immediacy is often very helpfui

in that regard.

MacrF: Can a critical statement be said to be true? If so, is one that disagrees

with it false?

MALLET: Can a critical statement be said to be true? Hey! Well it's only true
to the writer, isn't it? I think if you write and what you're writing
comes out of your thoughts, and that you've put it through your mind
that's one thing. Untrue criticism to me would be things thit are just
lifted from other penple or copies ... I really think that when you
are looking at anything, you have to say what does it mean to me personally?
To begin with, then go from there and slowly build it up. Because it's
you who's the tool; And if you are not using yourself, whatever you

write is pretty dull.

MacF: Can mewspaper eritictsm itself be subjected to eriticism? What are

the criteria you would use if dotng 8o?

MALLET: Can newspaper criticism itself be subjected to criticism? Yes of
course. Well it's written too fast and too scon and grammar is often
slipping and words can be misspelled even misused. I think the main
erit1ciin o, Zeily raviercrs is that they too easily become lazy and

- ta¥octo e ey, T thirk newspaper editors themselves,
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certainly m&naging editors, aren't reilly very interested in reviews.
They want reviewers to be well respected. Preferabiy liked. I think
anyone new to a beat is going to suffer terribly from the teﬁptation
to piay politics and to steer a middle course, and to be bland and
comforting -- or just plain gayche -- rather than have some beliefs,
because that's the way that gets everyone off your back. Se I think
that's really the biggest curse of newspaper criticism. It's a very

uncertain life, and { think people react that way.

If you were reviewing your own colwms in zollected form, what would

be the general thhust of Your critical opinion of them?

I would say rather erratic. I'm pretty irreverent, pretty impatient
with mediocrity. I think I do have a belief that theatre has to be
great or it shouldn’t exist at all. [ do have the desire to see human
values in the theatre rather than trendy abstractions. I *hink I do
appreciate acting, and I think I'm quite skiliful at describing its
impact and descrjbihg exactly what's happeniny on stage. I think if
I'mon target I Bave somatimes managed to link together my beliefs

that you really don't have theatre in the abstract, that its got to be

‘part of the whole of our culture, the whole of, i. you want, Western

civilization, that you can't just take it out and say that it can go in

100 different ways at once.

So .hat is an essential viev of theatre.
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MALLET:

Yes. 1 think that I have a complete conviction, and I think ['ve

often said that the greatest drama is the most acceptable of all.

In other words, it has to reach the people where they are. I have

a definite preference, however, for complicated psychological situations
in closed societies and I do not like the Struggle of the inarticulate.

I abhor that. I like people struggling ajgainst enormous odds who have at

least intellect on their side.

what would be the genzral tirus. of your erttical opinion of the

eritical work puse.ched in the Globe and Mail?

The Globe anc Mail. I have to say _,well, honestly, the nicest thing
I can say is: apoalling. I just don’'t think that the person on the job

has any experience 9f life or the theatre. He writes politically,
which i "ind is8 terrihle -- no real feeling for acting, and he never
gets the plot rignt. de rsally doesn't analyze what's happened

accurately. 5S¢ ! think that's the problem.

-

Do you write for yowr newspcper differently than jou would tf your
writing were directed to a persom you xnaw to share your ownm intellectual

and cultural level and tastes? Why? Hod?

well I suppose so but I'm a journalist so !'m obviousiy very conscious
about having to reach people. 8ut I try not to be a complete hack in
that sense. [ believe in it. 1 beliave that one has to try to reach
as many people as possible. I'm very idealistic. I believe that if

you write well enough you will intares* people in things they haven't
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thought about and don't know much about. 1 try to use the medium

of wit; I try and entertain people or intrigue them, because 1 feel

that 1. one way to get people involved in sub®cts that they wouldn't otherwise
pay attention to. Today we live in an ironic society and maybe that's

the only way you can do it. Sincerity and earnestness -- that's not

my style.

Should a eritic be somecerned about the results of her/his writing?

Yes and no. I mean you really want to just have people reading it.

What can I say?

Well, you have answered that.
Cav a epitic enjoy friendly relationships with people whose work
he/she may be called upon to judge? Lo you? How do you deal with

thig problem?

Yes ycu can enjoy friendly relationshi:s with people who are sophisticated

and cool and ambitioi's and discreet. They can be counted on one hand.

No, I meet people professionally a lot but I try never to go

to parties and I just never meet anyone sucially. You are dealing with people’s
egos and if they feel threatened by you, you might as well give uo.

They feel threatened by you anyway and so why should you lean on them by

saying I Jike you personally? That's putting on an unbearable strain.

what is the principal satisfaoction in yor» line of worx? Is there
something you would rather do for a living?
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It's always a challenge,

Speaking generally, what are the objectives of daily newspaper
theatrne enitiedlsm? Do you feel that they are bein. ret by Canadian

newspapens ?

I'm not sure daily newspaper criticism has -a real objective except to

have been the daily witness but, individually, I think the person who
holds that job must have an objective. ., They must have an objective,

as 1 say, to build a body of work of cconsistency where you can be referred
to and where people can understand what you are getting at and perhaps

set up standards. Ideaily what one is trying to do is set up a consistent
idea of what Standards, and what great acting, and wnat great writing,

are in the theatre, and what a grext thextrical experience is -- so that's
my objective. So that when I write and say something was wonderful, that
even if people say: "I was bored by it, I didn't understand

it" -- at least the} will know what I've tried to say, and they won't

say that it was just completely off at a tangent.

Again I go back to the business of writing. I mean that's it,

The objective is that you've got to be a good writer and you've got

to keep doing that., In daily Canadian newspapers, well my impression

i3 that most aaily reviewers in Canadian papers simply are not given

any editorial support or guidance at all, They are not told that the

most important thing is to be true to them, They are not told that

the most .aportant thing is to get all tne knowledge you can and put it
’

through themselves. They are tcld, as 133y, to juggle a lot of

political and community interests. [ think pecple are reaily struggling
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against that now. I must say, [ really admire people but I think they're
running scared, critics. People aren't backing them up. They get
attacked by the academic critics-~ "0Oh well daily criticism doesn't

mean anything," and thev take that terribly hard. And instead of saying
"Well no one ever reads academic criticism, why don't you go boil your
head? ...I think serious people take it hard. They want to do a good
job. They want to take it hard. Then they can't take it hard because
they are dealing in a different medium. They are dealing in a medium
where they must be read to exist. So I think they are stuck with that,
Then I think too much politic exists anyway in this country

vis-u-vis the theatre, and vis-4-vis probably all the arts. You know:
Is it advisable to say this is good or bad? I have read more bad reviews
about new Canadian plays because clearly the critics feel that unless
they are encouraging and unless they are positive about a Canadian play,
they somehow are being treacherous. Well, this isn't true, We
shouldn't be dealing with building 2 quote “Canadian Theatre". We
shoula be much more concerned with b>ing true to people who are true
artists and there are only going to be a half a dozen in the world.

And everything else is going to happen because the public likes it.

It's going to be like TV. I think both principies are not éxpounded.

I think it would be grand to have rexlly good seminars for critical
writing in Canada. [ really do -- whare peopie could talk and sit

down and start being true to themselves. [ think the biggest thing,

on and off stage, is people being unanle to say who they are ard

be willing to stand up for it.
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You're obviously pointing out that eriticism in a daily newspdper
hag tts owm artisticgmerit and it ahould be geen that way by more

people.

A good writer should get to people. Its good writing, .¢s being able
to make words work, and unless you are going to do that ... Again,

as you know, on most newspapers there is very little feeling that this
is what matters. And it is, in fact, ultimately what matters,

because that is how we convey the most information and the most emotions.

We go back to the other problem which is that people are terrified of
acknowledqging the fact that human beings first react to things emotionally.
They don't want to acknowledge that. So there is a tremendous tendency
for people to jump immediately into some kind of ¢ wputer jargon and

pretend 1t's effective ~- instead of linking together the fact that unless

you are emotionally arOused,you';e never going to think.

which is why argumént is still the best way of making people learn
isn*t it? Unless you are emotionally aroused you aren't going to

think. We don't Jjust hase that stated clearly enough. We are very scared

about emgtions.

I'm persuaded in the other direction of course. I think back to Walter

Kerr again. I think he said: Finst, the emotions are the thing.

Well they've got to be. You start with it. You don't end with it.
Untess one's stirred emotionally, I feel, for something on the ctage,

I'm not coing to sit there. 1°'m going to start thinking about something
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that does stir me emotionally. That's why I'm a human. I'm not a
computer. Unless you get me engaged I'm just going to spit you out
of my mouth. What is the biblical saying? Blow hot and cold ...

I'1? spit you out of my mouth. And I really feel that. Now beyond
that, of course, there are hundreds of variables, I mean there are
hundreds of things that happen once your intellect becomes aroused.

Then a whole bunch of different things happen.

What popular newspaper eritic past or present do you most admire?

Why?

Kenneth Tynan, obviously. Because he was a terrific writer and he was
idealistic and compassionate and a2 rebel and, had all the
right set of feelings. At the time he wrote, he was perfect for his

time,

What person or body of work has had the strongest influence om your

work?
I should say equally Henry James and Evelyn Waugh.

Have you any general comments on the social validity of theatrical

c1iticism in popular daily rewspapers.

Sure, 1 think theatrical criticism helps to make a society more

interesting.
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MacfF: Do you believe that a daily newspaper theatre critic provides

a service to readens? 1§ so0, could you desenibe the senvice.

NELSON:  Yes, I think it is primarily a service. [ look upon itras a service
to @ certain degree to audiences who may not see the show at all.
I am writing for @ national network and even my Stratford
stuff, which is the most important of the year. goes primarily
to readers who won't get to Stratford this year or may never
have been -- put west, and so on. Alsc to set or establish

standards, but that is very difficult to describe in words.

MacF: Do you beldleve that theatrical criticism enjoyb a high neadensihip

in the papers senved by CP?

NELSON: That I don't know. because I don't have an accurate check on what
papers use my copy and whether it i$ reaJ or not. The difficulty

is to get through the editors to the readers.

MacF: 18 that one of yourn big tasks as a national person -- conditioning

editors?

NELSON:  Very much so. When I started this beat which has now been six
or seven years | quess, and we had never had anyone covering
this sort of thing, there were papers who totally ignored the
field. Some carried ro entertairment copy at all. So many of

the papers including the Ottawa Jourral, in those days. carried
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pages of entertainment ads, bingo ads, and theatre and motion
picture ads, pages that were nine-tenths advertising with a
strip of Broadway or Hollywood copy along the top. [ started
and my main purposewas to simply pour out Canadian copy and tiry
to displace that. Still,I have prollems with smaller papers

in that they don't have room, I suppose.

MacF: I don't know. 1 used to hear thie even when 1 worked with a paver
that was big. They would say, "we don't have room™; Lt is Rind

2§ stupid.

NELSON: It is. [ think many editors must 100k upon this as secondary and

tertiary copy that goes out first.

MacF: And 1 used Lo think that this was one 0§ the ways in which news people
serously misrnead thein audeences. D0 you think that this (s thue?

NELSON:  Perhaps. I have talked to press officers and others in the
arts organizations. They look upon all editors as police
reporters and court reporters. The other thing
js that in the smaller papers it is only by accident if they
have anybody with sufficient knowledge in the field to fee)
they can.make a8 decision. [ have covered the Guelph Spring Festival.
I don't know if I si-ould name papers specifically or not. In the

case of the Guelph ipring Festival, The Guelph Mercury, when it heard
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MELSON:

MacF:

NELSON:

I was coming, were greatly relieved that they wouldn't have to cover
it. That is a significant artistic event...now that’s the way it

happened,

How does youn approach to theatrical eniticism git within the (CP)
editonial philosophy?

Now that is a difficult one, because of our dow -the-middle-of-the
road, no-opinion style, When I first did it, I tried to do

it in that fashion and not pass judgments, but there were

cases when it had to be done. There were shows that were so
abysmally bad you had to. [ could do it, and I still do it
often, by reporting audience reaction. You feel the audience
reaction around you. You know when the audience is getting
restless. The other way is that since Canadian Press is trying
to be Qrighter. we do admit opinion if it is clearly shown as
being the writer's opinion; and of course, witnin the general
parameters of gooq taste and the other more legal parameters

too. -

Does your eritical/intellectual style confornm Lo one or another
onthodox cafegony of cniticism: sociologdical, formali- lie,
phychological, ete.? On do you find that elements of several
eritical approaches are present (n yout wonk?

This question leaves me completely at sea, because [ pever think

about these terms or approack my work in those terms.

169 177




MacF:

NEL .ON:

14 there a conuencion‘concenning the nofe of the newsapaper cnitic
that (& tacitly -observed by both crnitic and neader? Fon instance, 44
the critic supposed Lo be giving useful guidance to the theatrical
people, and the newspaper's neadens observing the process over ¢
his/hern shoulden? 1s the cnditic supposed to be the audience's
advocate in seering ententainments of a cerlain standand? What

do you see as the conventional, or hgthicaﬂ, relationship among
erdtic, audience, theatre and reader! How does (&t aelate to the
neality of daly nemspapen criticism?

Like many critics, | am not sure that I call myself a critic.
Basically, I am a reviewer and if you think of the subtle distinction
between reviewer and critic...that's the line [ try to draw. [
figure ! am there as representa*ive of the audience, just not i

the audience present, but the audience that won't be there. |

think it is important in covering the fi=2ld that at Teas* people have
an opportunity to-know what's going on in other parts of the country
or in other theatres. 1 think that people in Toront® who are
swamped by the amount of activ{ty in Toronto should know that

there iS theatre ¢lsewhere in the country. One of my critic1sﬁs of
the Toronto papers i< .hat they carry so little. Ray does get acros%
the country occasionally, but generally, they carry so little -~ and
it's so odd that you see their r2ports from other parts of the country in
terms of Toronto. [ remember one case a few years ago in which

the Hamilton Philharmonic played a concert in Toronto and the review
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actually stated that, having now played in Toronto, the Hamilton
Philharmonic had to be Jjudged in 2 world class. The curious
thing is that I get a lot of coverage, a lot of play, in the
western papers. In Alberta and Saskatchewan, I get good space
on what 1S going or mainly here in Ottawa and the East. I don't
'bEt across the country as much because we have bureaus there.
Halifax is good too. I am not as well read in the other

Maritime papers.

MacF: Obviously, you must take dome satisfaction in having had a
personal impact on the amount 04 coverage given cullunal mutters

across the country, -,

r

NELSON: [ do, I gquess. I hadn't thought of it. But yes, [ do.

MacF: How do you approach a production? What are you Looking for? How

did you anvrive al these crniternia?

NELSON:  %xcellence. Feeling comfortable. If I am on edge or something....
Questionable taste. whether you are enjoying this., On the other hand,
I do Yook for things that are sort of thought-provoking., I think that
sometimes you can be /ade uncomfortable for a good purpose, buy if
it is being made uncomfortable just for the sake of baing daring,

srovocative, well or dirty, I don't think that is excellence.

7
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MacfF:

When you write a crdtical piece what do you Letend Lt Lfo do? 14 the
piece supposzd to function at mone than one fevel? wWhat pwtposc(s)

does Lt aenve?

Really, as [ said before, it is to inform. Also my work is not by
any means entirely theatre reviewing, or even arts reviewing, because
I am coverirg Ottawa policy-making and such things as the

fanada Council's activities and so on, which s my main work

while I am here in Ottawa.

Do gou waite for a particular audience, on simultanesudly fonr
digfenent groups 4in the communild served by youn nemspaper? How do

you concedlve youn aqudience{a)?

I think the cies that I target for are the readership of the smeller
papersJJ The large papers have their own staffs and they have specialist
reviewers in theatre, and mus ic and in art, much more knowledgeable
and practiced than [ am in those particular fields. My work

is more general. It happens that I do theatre in a lzvge way,

because I do the summer festivals, Shaw and Stratford, which

is a very wonderful perk.
How would you descnibe youn philuaophy oﬂ$jouana£i4m? Do you

subsonibe to a panticular e¢thics of criticism within the phitosophy?
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MacF:

NELSON:

Conservative =eporting. 1 have been around this business and Ottawa
si~ce 1946. 1 have covered everything from politics to trading,
financing, public affairs, science, agricultural, everything, and [

think my philosophy in journalism is perhaps almost old.-fashioned now.

Pon't knock it!

I'm not knocking it, no... I find myself sometimes a little aghast

at some of the younger more medern camera-toting journalists.

How do you see Youn nesponsioilities (a] Lo the papens served by
{CP); (b) to theirn readens; (e} to a production's management
and investors; (d} Lo the onrofessdonal playwnights, actors and

othen creative netsonnel conmnected with a production?

I von't feel that I have any particular responsibilities to a
production’s management or investors or professional playwrights --
perhaps beyond encouraging. [ cannot cover all the regional
theatres, but it ] am going on a trip across the country, I

will try to time it or schedule it where I can find new lan.<:an

productions.

Does youn power at the box office conc wn you? Does it ingfuence

what you say or how you suy 447

Nct at all. There is some suspicion that some papers might be affected

by their advertisers, but *hat does not affect the Canadian Press

at all. _
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Do youn nesporaibilitics as a eritic include encouwraging the growth
and viability of profesaio.rl theatre {al {n Canada? (b} in

the papers senved by {CP)? 1§ s0, how do you carry gut Lhis
nesponsibility?

fes, 1 think so, in Cénada.l wouldn't judge between one metropolitan

area and the next ....

You take a nationaf view?

That has been My training in the wire service. [ have never wori..d on

a paper ...

Critics obviously nees’ theatre. Sometimes the neverse {8 not gelt
to be as twr. Would you give me yourn view of the mutual needs of

theatrne fon enitic and vice versa?

I think theatres should be aware of their need for critics, whetner
they are or not. I got co know Robin Phitlips fairly well, and 1
often thoughi that in many of my long supfer chats with him that he was
getting as much out of me, in the way of reaction to various ideas he

had on the state of the .ountry, as I was getting from him.

So to stay alive the theatie has to be (. -xuch with reality, one

aspect of which {8 1 enitdle.

Yes,

174




MacF:

NELSON:

MacF:

NELSON:

MacF:

NELSON:

Are 1L cnitics faifed future on resting playwrnights or pesfonmens?
On does criticdsm in popular newspaper have creative velddity of its own?

Well, not me. 1 haven't performed since I was a bunny rabbit

in kindergarten and I have no talent for creative writing.
Can cniticism of . production be "aight" on "unong"?

In many ways it can te right or wrong, byt I don't think you could
define it. You might be right in praising a production, but

that would be by general consensus.

"ALL work 8 not of equal value." This appears to be a central
assumption of caiticiam {although pcssibly not quite such a
twism as it appearst. In any case, what {8 {¥ that qualifies
you Lo decide wnich of the productiors you see L6 more valusble
than rnother? What do you discean that 1 might nol? Why {s8 gour

opinion valid?

[ suppose it is based on years of experience and in my interest in
theatre,more particularly music--operas _-d ballets -- gues back
many years. It's been & pastime and, in « 1ot of my travels

in other fields of reporting, I went to the theatre during off hours.
I'va heard the"Messian"on a hot summer night at Christmas time in
Australia. I've seen the ballet in Copenhagen in the old Royal

Opera Housze. I've heard great organs in Rome and Paris and so forth.
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MacF-

This was done not with the thought of becoming a reviewer or writer
in this field, but it's there in the “ack of my mind. Those many years-
ago experiences that I had are probably colored, veiy rcse-colored,

memory, byt they are there as some sort of standard.

Do tou apply different standands to different hins of production:
negional, amateurn, Stratford, BProadway, ccassical, veanacular and
a0 gonth? 14 a0, how {8 this justifled?

Yes, I think you a’most certainly do. You expect Stratford to be excellent
and any flaw in Stratford is a glaring one {(but not so much) in a regional or
amateur. I don't cover amateur. At least I haven't done more than

one or two amateur shows.

What do you think ztoul the problem of a wniler, say in a smafler cily,
who has got to, on thinks he should,ccver amateur things? On maybe

he {5 wwng.

fes, I think 1t's the cammunity responsibility of the local

paper. We have some good amateur theatre here in the Ottawa Little

Theatre - an old-established amateur theatre group. They have an
excellent building 0" their own, and they are covered thoroughly by

the Citizen.

RBet the critic there, will he be a Little gentlen?
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I suppose’ it depends on the critic. They had a show herd

just a few months a%o written bv a federal

civil servant about the fecderal civil service, and I went to see it
because it had been highly praised ard there was a2 lot of talk
about it. People were saying, "Oh you must see it." It was

heid over for an extra week which was difficult for an amateur
theatre to do. I thought maybe here is a national story.

I went to it and.it was qgood, I suppose. It was not comfortably
performed. There were one or two who were excellent, but most

of them had that awkwardness .... and the story .:as $o in that

une outside of Ottawa would understand it.

Wouldn't travel.
No. [ went Loping it would.
But <§ 1 go {o Beyth -- {t's not amateuwr, 0§ course, but veny good

progessional negional theatre , whateves that may be - - ana 1 see,

gon instance He Won't Come in From Zhe Bl {you can now tell how

my tastes nun)... I thowoughly enioy it. T hnow, somehow, that
there's a qualitative difference befween Ehat and a production in
more impressive suwvoundings somewhene efse. But the thing &4, 4in
that setting, in that centext, for me it's a very succeds ful
production. I'm not surne T know how erilics cope with these
differences in hinds of excellence. DO you neview something in
the context an which {t cxists? 1§ you go to Blyth, gor instance.
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NELSON: Yes, you have to and you have to state that in your copy too. You
were speacing of the Blyth Summer Festival. I have seen shows
there— I don't think I was there last year. Same of it is shaky,
but I think if they are 2 professional company, then you expect
professional standards. It is a great joy when you find a
young professional actor -- and there are two or three here 3.
Ottawa fairly fresh out of theatrica)l school and stili very
young who have that spark and really take off. Benedict
Campbell Lere in the National Arts Center Company is one,
and the moment hé walks on stage, your eyes are just glued to

the guy and he is completely at home.

MacF: Assuming thut gour judgment w4 valid, < a judgment that
disagrces wirh 4t {nvated?

NELSON: Yes: it could be. A few years ago, until I started more or less
expressing my own opiricn at Stratford, when I first went
there, we yse to carry 2 roundup of critics' reviews n addition
to our own stories, which meant that I got, or tried to gel,
blacks' of everybody's copy. Well, thi- fell apart as more and
more people are filing by video tube or telephone and there
aren't blacks in the business any more. But I used to be
amazed at the disparity, the variety of opinions on a given
show. There would be one or two P2ople who invariably were odd
men out. i am talking of maybe te. or fifteen reviaws of a single

cpening night. There might be ten or twelve denerally good, various

*(Nevispaper terminology for carbcn copies.)
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Macr:

NELSON:

MacF:

points of criticism, but generally good. There was one chap
who would invariably tale the other side and when the critics
lafgely felt it was not an interesting show, not as well done --

perhaps why do it? ...He would just go ape over it!

14 thene an authentically sound view 04 a production? 1If 40,

how L8 it determined? (BY unanimity, for instance?)
How it is determined, 1 suppose is by majorily vote, a consensus.

1§ there 4s no one "conreet” cnitical judament, them 48 (daily

newspapen) erditicism simply Ampressionistic?

I don't xnow how the reider can do this except by a long process of
reading the same reviews of the various shows, but you have
to know the critic. You should try to know the critic and his

biases if.you're reading criticism seriously.

Maybe it goes even beyond that, you get to hnow a wriiten that you
nead regulurnly, not onfy his biases, but something about his
Life and his view.

Quirks. And then, I think, you can assess his judgment,

Fon instance, 1 can nead Cfyde Gilmoun and tell whether 1'm goang to
Like the movie -- and it has nothing Luv do with whethen Ceyde Liked 4%.
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Can a caitical statement be said to be twe? 1§ 80, is one
that disagnees with it fal:e? '

No, I don't think so. VYou are getting into philosupny of esthetics

here. If it is a critic2l sia&ement, 't is ¢7 opinion.

So you just hope that the guy expreiding it {8 cultivated

by exwerience and ..

A number of papers now are labelling their reviews as opinions.

Maybe not a bad idea {§ wou are instructing a whole popufation.

Can newsnane ctoidoism (Lself be subjected tuv cuiticism? What

are the chitevia dou would vse Lf doing s07

Sure. a critical piece on & snow can be criticized severgly

¥ certain facts of a preduction were overlooked or set aside by
the reviewer. [ tlnnk your next question probably gets into

the question of how well should you kncw the .tre people. That
is a difficult area and { try to avoid it. It is difficult
because I think you are there 15 a critic, you are there as a
surrogate for the audience that is not there, and you need to
know something about the show. Now how do you draw une line?

I used to worry about shows that were well-known in the thea*re

literature, byt that [ had never seen or had never read. But
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I tried to read them. S3ome of the standard classics, Chekhov,
for instance. | found thai that was c¢rafusing becaﬂse I would
create in my mind my own impressions of how this is going to
look on stzqe, how it works on stage, and then when | wen%,
my impression would be totally different from what was thera2.
I talked to a critic from the Boston Globe. I asked him how did
he approach a new show. He told me that he did not want to
read it. He was there as a member Of the audi.nce and if it
didn't get across to him, with his practice, how was it going
to get across to the average audience? After he had seen the
show.then ﬁe-ﬁanf;d'the text to help him perhaps vrcfresh 1S

T~ memory while writing. He was one of those critics who was
able to take a day or two to write his stuff. 1 have di{fficulties,
in Ehat I have to be on the wire within . hour of curtai~<. And
it's hell sometimes. You are writing little essays. And often
the next morning I think, "Oh God, ! wish I had said something

‘else,” a phrase will come to me and I wish that [ had used

that.

MacF: T4 wou wene ncviewing vour own columns in collected form, what

would be the genenal thrust of your cnificaz opindion of them?

NELSON: Well,l have never even thought of that, I cun't concieve of that

ever being done.
MacfF: What would be the general thuust of your enitical dpinion 04
the enitical wonk published in the Globe and Mail and the

o
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NELSON.

MacF:

NELSON:

macF:

NELSON:

MacF:

NELSON:

I have respect for both papers and ! know their Giases. I Know
Ray™. inte~ests and | know Gina's. Gina and I have dinner and

lunch frequently and we talk and so on. All newspaper people do...
Should a critic be concerned about the nesults 0f het/his writing?
I suppose: Publish and be damned. I don't know what results .... ;

In your case 1 think some of the nesults probably, the positive

nesult, {s some awakening of intenest in newspaper areas whene there
was none would be a thing to be pleased about. 1 really was thinking of
metropolitan papens that could probably close o sho. -- that’s the myth. h

I gon't know if that is so often the case. ! guess it can be in the
smaller theatres. But in the regional theatres, and certainly

in the sumer festivals, almost ncver have they closed a show.

Shaw had a problem with their Royal George production a few years
ago, some internal problems -- in the course ' f the summer they
totally changed the casi. but they are locked mi0 their schedule
particularly if they sell subscription tickets and the show

has got to go on, no matter h.s bad it is.

And the pubfic tends to have a mind of <ts own anyway, §nom Lime

Lo time.

Oh yes.
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MacF:

NELSON:

MacF:

NELSON:

MacF:

I think the New Yorh public may be a special case.

Can a crditic enjoy §riendly nelationships with weonfe whose wonk
he/she may be called upon to judge? Do you? How do wou deal
with this nobiem?

No matter how well I might know Robin Phillips, I would not

want to talk to Robin immediately before an opening. I ;m
going down within the next couple of weeks to Shaw and Stratford
doing some season advancers, and I talk to the directors and
designers about the show that is cofng up, but I wouldn't

want to do that on the eve of a show. 1 think there is a fine

line when you can become too friendly.

What {8 the principal satisfaction an yourn Line 0f work? 1Is
there something you would rather do for a Livding?

There is certainly nothing I would rather do .... 1 am being paid a
salary §nd expenses by the Canadian Press of all organizations,

to run sround the country and go to the theatre: The principal
satisfaction, I suppose, is this business of discovering a
potent 2l new star, somebody really good. [ get a cidrge vvt

of that.

Speaking generafly, what ane the vbjectives of dadily newsspaper
theatrical crticism? Do you feel that they are being mel

by Cinadian newspapenrs?
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NELSON:  Of course, I would say nc, the papers are not ¢ ving it enough

space.

MacfF: o What popufan nemspaper critic pas* on present do you moat

admine?  Why?

NELSON:  Nathan Cohen. 1've seen Nathan Cohen at theatres, shows,
I didn"t know the man, but I respected him. Clive Barnes, a
sort of a model. And -- this goes back to the '30s and '4Qs in
Toronto -~ the music critic of the Globe, Hector Chariesworch.
I used to read hi~ copy. I got a lot of good sclid musicological
information out of it. And also the reviewer Of the Manchester '

Guardian wnose name escapes me.

.MacF: What person on body of woak has had the strongest ingfluence

on your work?
NELSON:  wWell -- Stratford, as a body of work, and Phillips, I think, because
I just happewned to come into this business when Phillips

first arrived and 1 got to know him well.

MacF: Have ycu any genenal comments on the social validity of theatrical

eniticism Of populan daily newspapen?
NELSON: I ~uess 1 have covered that.
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A principal value of the present study has been its folkloric collection
of the sharply divergent views of four important theatrical productiens
expressed by two of the country's senior newspaper drama critics, reviews of
the same Stratfora productions by a less opinionated national cultural
Journalist, and the juxtaposing of this materfal with all three writers'
vhoughts on the nature and validity of newspaper theatre criticism.

As the third writer, James Nelson of Canadian Press, noted in his
interview, the rols of the (CP) writer has been less to criticize than to
inform; Mr. Nelson does not see himself primarily as a critic, but rather
as a reviewer/reporter. With due allowance for the knowledgeable Mr. Nelson's
modesty, it is reasonable to regard his role in this study as an enhancing
accompaniment to, rather than a direct part of, the contrapuntal philosophical
and critical variations of the two Toronto critics, Mr. Conlogue and Miss
Mallet. |

{Mr. Nelson's view of his own role reminds the author of Eddie Condon,
a New York guitar player of renown who rarely took solos, but whose contri-
bution to the develooment of jazz is a matter of historic record -- so,
possibly, Mr. Nelson's part in the Canadian cultural aggregation.)

Tﬁis essay's conclucion =-- éonclusiona]ity here being used in the
sense of "an outcome"* rather than in any way suggesting "a final judgment"
based on this first-phase study -- begins with a study of the contents of

the four critiques by Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet.

*This and following definitions are from Webster's Third New International
Dictionary.
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Tn establishing a simple taxonomic classification of tive published
criticisms, the author began by dividing the information into {a) what
could be assumed to have gone with the critic to the tneatre and {b) what
resulted from the critic's experience of that specific production. These
two basic categories were labelled preformatory and impressioﬁistic.

By preformatory,l'mean anything that was available to the critic by
reason of study or any intellectual or emotional experience in his/her
lifetime right up to when she/he arrived at the theatre for the performance
in question, It does not imply that the review was written in advance --
but rather that the material was already accessible, already formed,
consciously or unconsciously, in the critic's mind or psyche,

Impressionistic means resulting from whatever transpired that night
(or matinee) in the theatre. This category was then further broken down -
in terms of what the critic wrote {as opposed to its genesis}.

First, an attempt was made to distinquish between evocation -- writing
intended to recapture, re-create, make the reader share, the images, thoughts
and emotions presented onstage and their immediate effect on the critic,
and evaluaticn -- expressing the critic's precise estimation and judgment
"concerning the worth, quality, significance...degree or condition of” the
production,

The evaluative component was further divided into analysis ("a detailed
examination of anything made to understand its nature or determine its
function”) and assessment {judgment of “merit or value"). The first was
used for extended explanations, which could also include approbation
or disapproval, and the second for more definite, direct, unembellished,

final, good/bad statements.




Obviously assigning these categories is a mattcr of judgment, and
there will always be some overlap. There is no pretence that this constitutes
a precise scale, or that its application will produce results of quantitative
and generalizable validity. However, in giving a notion of proportion, in
adding dimensional significance, to this qualitative study, the categcries
and their numbers have descriptive value, The methodoiogy was simple. The
critiques were retyped. Word totals were calculated from a word/line count
which was based on the average of randomly selected lines from the type-
script. The typescripts were cuior-coded to suggest which category paragraphs,
sentenices, phrases and sometimes words, fit. Percentages were then calculated.
Pictures, headlines, subheads, position, display elements, and the tabular
matter appearing at the end of Star reviews, were not included in the comparison.

Mr. Conlogue's critiques of the four productions averaged about 800 words,
Miss Mallet's 870. Mr. Nelsorn's reviews, by contrast, ran about 450 words -~
not much more than half the length of tke others. Unlike the newspaper staff
critics' work, however, Mr. Nelson's is in the hands of unkncwn deskmen in
newspapers across the land; as he points out, his challenge is getting "through
the editors to th~ readers. While one may assume that what yvu read by Mr.
Conlogue and Miss Mallet is pretty much what they wrote, almost anything can
heppen to Mr. Nelson's copy, including, as often occurs in member newspapers
across the land, total vanishment. In 4ny case, as indicated earlier, Mr.
Nelson's reviews are not part of the direct comparison being mzae here,

Mr. Conlogue's review of Misanthrope was muck shorter, at 890 words
versus 965, than Miss Mallet's; the author counted both critics at 945 words
on Coriolanus; Mr. Conlogue's Shrew was considerably shorter than Miss Mallet's

(680 v. 790), and both came in at 787 words on Pinafore. The contents may be
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classified as foliows:

MISANTHROPE

‘ Conlogue  Maliet
Preformatory . 19% 41%
Evocatory ° 32 8
Analysis 29 36
Assessment 20 16
CORIOLANUS
Preformatory 10% 37%
Evocatory 26 12
Analysis 52 36
Assessment 12 15

- SHREW
Preformatory - 26% 21%
Evocatory 45 29
Analysis 12 n
Assessment 17 20
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PINAFORE

Conlogue Mallei
Preformatory 13% 5%
Evocatory 23 19
Analysis 82 27
Assessment 23 20

The average percent of content devoted by each critic to the particular
categories tallies as follows (the range of percentages in each classification

is shown in percentage points in brackets):

Conlogue Mallet
Preformatory 17% (18) - 34% (20)
Evocatory 32 (22) 17 (21)
Analysis 34 (40) 33 (9)
Assessment 18 (1) 13 (8) B
(Average lanqe) (26) (13.5)

The critics are strikingly similar in the amount of space they devoted to
the judgmental Analysis and Assessment categories of these four critigues. They
appear 0 have given just under 20 per cent of their space to saying precisely
whether the production was good or bad, and just under a further 35 ner cent
to somewhat more detailed elaborations "made to understand its nature." 1In
other words, only about a fifth of each review was devoted to stating directly
whether the production was good or bad, and the balante of 2 little more than
half of each piece to explairing the way in which the production func’ioned

well or badly.
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This leaves almost half of each critique; and here, in apportioning their
space between evocatory and preformatory material, the two critics were in
near-perfect counterpogition. Conlogue gave 32 per cent of an average review
over to caliing up the sights, sourds and feeiings of the production for his
readers: Mallet used 17 per cent for the same purpose. Mallet, on the other
hand, drew upon existing knowledge and experience for 34 pér cent of the
content of an average critique, while Conlogue, reversing the previous
comparative pairing, dedicated 17 per cent to Preformatory content.

The foregoing is not presented, and should not be read, as an attemﬁt
to jeneralize about critics, or about these critics. Rather, the figures are
an adjunct to the qualitative, descriptive study of their work during a period
when they could be assumed to be functioning at the top of their form.

Similarly, what follows iS not supposed to draw a definitive comparison
between the two critics but only to indicate some of the characteristics of
their writing on those four occasiors. It is an attempt to measure accumulated
explicit value references contained in the Assessment, Analysis and, occasionally,
the Evocatory sections of each ¢ritic's reviews. -

This examination was based on a scale ranging from extremely negative

through neutral to extremely positive:

extremely very distinctly somewhal, somewhat distinctly very extremely
I I 1 I I 3 I I |
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +] +2 +3 +4
{negative) {neutral) (positive}
A tally was made by adding individual + and - references by each critic

about specific aspects of each production: the overall impression and judgments

corcerning its direction, cast, design, costumes, lighting, and occasionmally
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other aspects (specified). The method was to apply + and - symbols to a
transcript of the critiques, color-coded for the various topic areas just

outlined. The results were as follows.

Conloque Mallet
A\ MISANTHROPE
Overall ++ 4 (+3) . e ww(-4)
Director + + (+2) - .= (-8)
Actor _
Bedford ++ 4+ (+3) - - (-2)
Pennell + 4+ (43 - (-1)
Hylands + + (+2 N
Wright + (+1) -0 (-1)
Galloway ++ (+2) -0 {(-1)
Flett - - {2} . - - (-2)
Design + © (+1) - = (-3)
Lighting " - - (=3)
TOTAL +12 -21
CORIOLANLS
Overall N O ) + 4+ o+ (H)*
Director - ==+ + (a1) ++ + 4 (H4
Actor -
Carion - - (-2) +4+ 4+ (#3)
Hylands + o+ (+2) +4 4+ (H)
Gordon - =% (-1.5) + o+ (+2)
Chilcott - - (-2) - - (-2)
Griffin + + (+2) + + (+2)
Helpmann - (-1) ++ (+2)
0'Sullivan - (-1) —_—
Lighting ++ (+2) ++ (+2)
Music —_— + 4+ (+2)
Other
Battles ++ 4+ (#3)
TOTAL 2.5 +23

* 4 ("extremely") was the maximum value provided on the scale.
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Tonlogue Mallet
SHREW
Overall e+ 4+ (#4358} - - - - - - (-4
Director + o+ (+2 ) - - - - (-4
Actor
fariou ++ 4+ (3 ) (0
Gordon + + (+2 ) - - (-2
Dinicol + (#1 ) —_—
F]ett - -t - (-2 ) - - (_2
0'Sullivan + (v1 ) - - (-2
Griffin ++ - (1) - - (-2
Helpmann — Nt o+ + 4 (43,
Design + 4+ (+2
TOTAL +11.5 -10.5
P INAF ORE
Overall T ST 3 R (-4
Director -+ - - (-2) - - - (-8
Actor
Terrell -et+ -+ {0) + - (0
Mclean -++-(0) + - (0
Burgess -++-(0) + - (0
White + {+1) —_—
Donkin + 4+ 143) - - (-2
Kittask + - ( 0} + - (0
Kern — + - (0
Mus ic + (+1) + 4k (42
Design + o+ {+2}) - == (-3
Lighting + 4 (+2) —
Costumes + + (+2) - (-1
Other
Theatrc facade —_— - - (-2
Advertising _ - - (-2
Seats - - (-2
TOTAL +7 -17.5
* x *
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One difficulty about oviniative writina is that its practitioners are
often accused of doing what they set out to do -- that is, express opinions.
This seegs similar to the curious indictment, frequently reported in the news
columns, by one politician who is charging another with politics. It is,
of course, a matter of deQree. No attempt is made here to set a standard

of sufficiency for critical dogmatism; some characteristics of the eight

< critiques examined are mentioned as suggestive of the different sets that

e

critics may bring to the job.

Miss Mallet, for instance, appears to have been more pertinacious in her
view of all of the productions than Mr. Ccnlogue; if she was feeling positive
about a play, few minuses inte;rupted her column of pluses. Mr. Conlogue
was somewhai more inclined to see positive aspects of a play which he rated
negatively overall and vice versa. So, although he jddged finafore distinctly
negatively overall, his positive observations under all headings outnumbered
t;e negatives and, in fact, brought his total to +7.

Matching the tota) tally cf each critic's positive and negative references
presents a similar cont}ast. Miss Mallet disliked Misa;throge (-21) almost
twice as much as Mr. Conlogue likad it (+12), and }iked Coriolanus (+23)
about eight times as much as he disliked it (-2.5). Their disagreement on
Shrew was almost perfectly balanced (Conlogue: +11.5; Mallet: -10.5), and, ‘
although he did not exactly recommend a voyage on it, Mr. Conlogue found +7
worth of positive things to say about Pinafore, while Miss Mallet discovered
more than twice as many negatiieb, including, it should be pointed out, the
theatre's facade, the advertising campaiyn and the seats in the balcony front

row of the Avon.
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One incidental result of this analysis of the critiques was a suggestion
of the critics' perplexity in dealing with such a mixed vehicle as Pinafore.
In factual terms, the two disagreed about the nature of Gilbert's writing
("mild social satirists in their day": Conlogue}s ("Gilbert djrew blood with
his satire cen his claws were very sharp whenlhe set about savaging contem-
porary politicians and social mores": Mallet). More significantly, their
evaluative structure seemed to give them no room to assess an outstandingly
“good singer who was an inadequate actor. Miss Mallet offered a justification
for this by sugiesting that the director had {presumably inappropriately)
v approached the piece “as opera rather than operetta" -- in fact, the D'Oyly
Carte was an Opera company and its members, the sole custodians of Gilbert
and Sullivan until the copyrights ran out in recent years, regarded their
entertainments as operas, and frowned on the use of the other word to describe
them. That avide, in this instance, Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet both appeared
to-begin from a position which could be described, perhaps less than fairly, as
"the music was great. Now here is what was wrong with the show." A1l of

which simply iI?ustrate§ that people who criticize critics can be just as

pervicacious as their subjects.

The author, indeed, is not the ohly person to draw attention to the
contrarivise relationship of the two Toronto critics' Stratford opening
views. Michael C;bden. writing in the Kingston Whig Standard of July 19,
1981, observed:

mI have to be careful what 1 say about Mr. Conlogue and
Ms. Mallet. 1 certainly do not ~ant to criticize them, because
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they may be as sensitive to rriticism as most critics. But
their reviews of these "wo Stratford Fertival productions

{Misanthrope and Coriolanus) do make one wonder again about the

validity and value of criticism, and especially about its

purpose.
Mr. Cobden says that what he wants to learn from the review of a play

... 15 whether or pot my understanding of life -- my life

itself -- is likely to be enriched by going to see it.
Mr., Cchden quotes Ralpn Waido Emerson with approval:

Criticism should not be querulous and wasting, all knife and

root-puller, but guiding. instructive, inspiring, a south

wind, not an east wind.
(Mr., Cobden sadly concludes that much contemporary criticism "is an east wind.")

The notion of "validity” applied to the whole idea of newspaper theatre
criticism -- as opposed to its use to describe the soundness c¢r cogency of
examples of the genre -- probably centres on the question of whether criticism
is justifiable: its "ability to effect or accomplish what is designed or
intended,”

The first conclusory observation {and potential hypothesis for further °
study} of ¢his essay is:

1. There.is wrdeseread zonfusicn, and conflicting orimion, ziowr the
designs and tmeentions of newsraper theatre 2riticism,

Another theme emerging from the ¢ritiques apd the views expressed b, the

critics is:

R
3"
[}
It
[N
ut
L8
23
<
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. Critics are generally believed t¢ devote more 57 treir wri

purely evaluative function than is the case,
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A third hypothetical observation arising directly from the preceding one
is: |

3. Although criiics rightly believe they devote a good deal of attention
to expression that goes beyond direct value judgments, a reader’s perception
of what the critic has written will be almost entirely overshadowed by the
evaluative component,

One way of establishing artistic (and social) vaiidity for journalistic
criticism would be to demonstrate its practical truth. This study seems to
emphasize the impossibility of this conception, and the apprehension, at least
by the critics, that the truth in criticism is largely an internal matter
between the critic and him/her s2lf. A further hypothesis/theme, therefore,
is:

4. Daily newspaper readers take such an cver-iiteral view of the writing
of their papers’' theatre critics that they misinterpret what the critic has to
say; that they (more significantly than the theatre commmtity) cause the critic's
words to be "graven in gtone”,

Sympathy was expreésed for the professional affected by a review {they
have children}, byt both critics felt that the effect of a review was irrelevant
to its creation, In addition, all three writers interviewed downplayed a
critic’'s ability "to close a show"., The theme the author hears from these
observations is twofold:

5. (a) Critics underestimate the effect tneir writing has on individual
professionais, They may not shut a show, but they do provide the public record
(for both posterity and the casting director of the next production). And

(b) critics tend to share with jourmalists gemerally an inadequate
philosophical justification for the practical human effects of their writing.
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The unmistakable vivacity and impact of both Conlogue and Mallet's
writing style; their ability, on the one hand to create compelling images
and on the other to wield an epigrammatic épee leads to a suggestion that,
not only are both journalists gifted writers, but also:

6. The principal value received by a newspaper critic’s public is that
of a "good read” -~ with no sp‘gﬁ‘ic functional relationship to the production
in question (such as possible ar:1:e1'wZ(.:z:ncref an i{nterest in dramg ete.). And this
18 true despite the fast that readers ave primarily conscious of the eritie’s
evaluatory role. In clher words, author of this essay has come to the belief
that, in conswning newspaper criticism, read-.;-r?g see one thing: Judgment, and
do an unrelated thing: enjoy.

(The above, to return just once mote to the jazz idiom, is by way of being
one of many illustrations in 1ife that,"It ain't what you do, it's the way
what you do it," ... )

A problem within criticism, rather than having to do with the role of
criticism itself, concerns the validation of critical standards. which, by
(possibly the only) agreement among all of the critics, has to do entirely
with the critic's self-evaluated superiority in experience and standards,
the fact that the critic has the job. This is as unsound a justification
as it is honest; and it has 2 further problem to add to its arbitrary
assignment of wisdﬁm to the critic by the critic, that of potential satiety.
Does the "sensitized palate” lead to the over-full stomach, the over-

cossetted appetite; the spoiled, and ultimately picky,eater?
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(One need only think, for analogy's sake, of the food critic's mortified
squall on discovering a single wilted lettuce leaf after the pate’has been
consumed. Salmonella itself could inspire no greater outrage.)* Therefore,
the following hypothesis:

7. A Jourmalist eritic, uniike an academic, must write with gome degree
of relation to his audience (however true to his/her owm celf that writing
may be). However, by expertience, training and repected exercise of the calling,
the eritic inevitably develops tastes and standards that bear no similarity to
those of (a) readers, (b) theatregoers and,reasonably enough,(c) theatre pro-
fessionals who are,of Juore direqt necessity,audience conscious.

The theatregoing public, the critics poinrt out, forms only a smail part
of the critic's audience. It seems 1ikely to the author that this component
of a critic's readership may have special characteristics and a special
approach to the reading of newspaper criticism. A theme for further study here
advanced as pure speculation is that:

8. HRegular theatregoers tend to find eritics more jaded than judicious,
and there is little con#ection, there fore, between the critic’s standards ard
those of his/lier readers who have the strongest relationship with the subjects

of his/her writing.

*see also Gilbert and Suliivan, Patience, Act I:

DUKE. Yes, and toffee in moderation is a capital thing. But to
live on toffee -- toffee for breakfast, toffee for dimner,
toffee for tea -- to have it supposed that you care for
nothing but toffee, and that you woiid consider yourseilf
insulted if anything but toffee were offered to you --
how would you 1ike that?

CoL. I can quite believe that, under those circumstances, even
toffee would become monotonous!
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This study points to the apparent lack of a consistent rationale for
newspaper criticism existing outside the ego, mind, emotions and talents of the
individual critic. Ngagpaper criticism appears to be individualistic,
impressionistic, egocentric, idiosyncratic, and to have, on the one hand,
justified artistic pretensions of its own, and on the other, possibly quite
1imited understanding of ?he peopie who operate -- and consume -- the media
in which it appears. ‘

Part of the difficulty is in criticism’'s largely implicit claims for
specialness, for status transcending the qualities of other journalism --
and yet these more ordinary qualities seem to describe the nature of news-
paper criticism quite well. Cfne classical formulation, for instance,of the
reasons people seek oyt ordinary-news listed the following: For information
about public affairs and for interpretation of that information; for infor-
mation of immediate use in daily living; for respite, or escépe, from the
routine of everyday life; for prestige; for contact with society; for the
pleasure of reading; for reassurance, and as a ritual; for stimulation,32
9. Is it possible that daily newspaper critictsm i8 only "news” after all?
If 8o, does this muke it more op less valid?

The author leaves this and all of the other themes emerging from this

study with one further observation by Ralph Waldo fmerson (Self Reliance),

this one of valye to both critics and their critics: "A foolish consistency

\ is the hobgoblin of little minds."
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ENDNOTES

]I use the word here to mean laying down rules that Jjournalists can be

expected to follow, rather than, as in Monaco xa, p. 3i0), a theor
(prescriptive) that concerns itself with t a f&lntcnmﬁmt go be, ra

than a theory (descriptive) devoted to what the film is.

2Smith (ingna, pp. M1, 112) uses "meta-criticism" in what I think is a
rather narrow sense of criticizing criticism by examining, for instance,
whether a particular issue is the correct one for critical analysis. My
use of "meta-criticism" is meant te convey a discipl1ne dealing critically
with criticism broadly defined to include the taxonomic analytic theorIes

of critical writing
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created a typology consisting of Type I (elite critics), Type II
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Bedford praised for role |
in Festival Theatre opening |

Ry Jomes Nelopn
Cansdian Prens

Brian Bediord-a  Britisk
born American aclor whose
characteristically austere
mannerisms on stage (itted hum
ideally foe the part — won an
ovation in the utle role in
Moliere’s The Misanthrope af
the formal opening of the
Siratford Festival Monday

- mﬂu.

Irascible, scornful of society's
insincerities and the world'a
folltes, Mojiere's hero Alceste
furns tus back on manknd and
goea uif tnseek of mind in
some kind 17th Century
hermuitage.

Rut could anyons really cast
humsell out from the luxuricus
grace of Louis XIV's court
awcle, vividly brough. o the
sisge by designer Dexmond
Heeley. and the feminine
charms ol his firsl and second
loves as piayed by Sharry ¥leld
and Susan Wnght?

it is only the second tune in

. Stratiord Fesival husioty thal 2

piay has

the season in the 2,000-

seat Festival Thestre The

other uccasion was i (974 when

William Huit starred wn The
imagunary Invalid.

Both  produclions  were
directed by Jean Gascon, and of
course both are by Moliere, the
near conlemporary of
Shakespeare who is France'a
great contnbution (o classical
theatre.

Entering his fifth season in
the festival, Bediord plays Lie
disdainful hero well. Hu solemn
face, masterful use of the long
pause between thoughts, snd
determuoed stance set him
apart from all other sctors.

Nicholas Pennell. a Stratford
veteran, plays Alceste's friend,
Philinte. with widerstapding
and shight amusemend. Scolt
Hylands, m his kst Stratlord
season, is Alcesie’s rival for the
Jove of Cehumene.

As Celimens, Sha Flett,
also wn her first Stratiord role. is
a bewilching creature whom
Moliere has given high social
statwon and weatth, and a
mischuevously roving heart.
Alceste suffers the heartbreak
a3 long as he can before he
throws her over. '

Susan Wnght, sisr of last
season's A Flea ta her Ear al
the Shiw Festival, 1 Elante,
Celimenc's cousin and the
second-best object of Alcestea
love. 1n the end she rejecis um

and tums to Philinte. ~ v
Fat Galleway, long » Strlt -
ford star, has the catly role
mmﬁw'm
tr gostip. seens
Flett and Gailowsy,
relates the latest
the other, 15 a gem
alone make the whole
worthwhile,
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Brian Bedford
the real hero

Superb direction of Coriolanus
builds spine-tingling production

SUMALPINEY — e Stenfurd
Fectnal was pobil b List mghl
vl bag sy, Wi o produclion
cb 1 orilanties bhat wel tiwt Fesbival
The Wte pulsal g

Shakespeenr  vuidiv abpechive
sl of Qe ol eeabibib s boen
Fresl wed 3t v Lot of caske
vl waafore, Wikl pleleigns and
b nga, U Do Do)l Barbar-
v bl ok sl ol wbun 1 alage
and et 1w g s

o ydlmin v polibn s a8 e F3W —
1 b Dt skiintin uf  obemnopnRines
Pl WL e e TR TS
o gk b ke by Qe jLaetf
et wimes bl [les b Lo,
Wi de s bl s wal by o o
ez b ity Aoy gy Bedfard, b
o A s are W Bdeals bore ke,

Foem The pushing. seanmmg,
Thee ttemne Bom.m sioh 30 Lon Car
Frae v e wli-righiesus Corjlas
s g Dty e savoagery of e
sant dee gobend Vokorans o Lher eader
Satwdnis et superidy ond with
Wt gt b g !rre“urc o u e
dor or I Sl Uiviands, Carvidanus,
HEer o shb s St g o ertain unes
seanes . sk uerringly anl with
e eang eyaltmet du ata dige
S [TTYTTRY

Large cut

I ad vyt Phodlurd's pronbd Lin of
T s AmwIaam s W onbe wl 1l wae
sy il ob e exss Vel Lo i
wus, o Very dubaent kawd of play,
vl el Mt ol Rl bt 31
Mpablond  Hodped Soows inadl 10
(LRI R T TR T T TRV TTWT I T 1Y TN |
sy, lk'lﬂ-u) Mg b L e P oak o il
whoutul ol wuh bhe rapeey of 3
roteral gl the fluchily of o move
I T 4

hur Feshooal g has rorely een
el 1o am B o Iy T s nhand 1§
197 Al warh the sane kol ol
srmghifosrw alness thot modke Titus
woe W0 el

T odbomad rsgdipe™s s sailnpely
it the I 3 ol Uionkoans” ol
Wi 3 sigsial el I diwe abork,
eo bl Ein canml ol Hw o amdr poals
e, B RARE . g ups st o slaryang
Lot sl abe sl o biamd I Qe pqears
by v gl tnbig ol Pl pentie,
1w Fenbilpnr Dy Lo Loprchon » cine
Frb et Mo i, Lot harkd

1 Bwe poer sl Lder reLad s
Venloan, Hoe DLadlinets Lk wver Tlw
P ophes” Tnabuises are rangad agansg
The st gl asigenid ol pal Fiogns,
[P TS I T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s il whie =

.1‘_“
c;ﬁﬁf%
]

GINA
MALLET

at Stratford

T Ut s 'y v alb tuin
ot For sonoamg s, Ui Hef s fos
Taw Elye cobsdinp By 1w snflaniet
oty sl Livdied et Hnnke
*Thwere v wor bl el e, ™ o rat
Corvaling s b 1l Thae iy that
Bas repc bk it Jue tha re sl O
of e npst s ol Wi prmbos b s
fhat I ainde wod bl s gl w s, N
cul and mgu-b oo deoai ke
evrryswlre, ikl Ui man wine v
o pobties, sl ks i human
redabnanslingw, thral b e

Corndanus 1as i thit osk sunme
Domiwrs B oerpretid Fo sl partne
war bk, 8 otlers plealy ol
AT LRI WA 10 prepagaiize any
LY e Hul Us: oRiv EEde sdan i~
moh kv e halaly, wivin i s tin bes
ay amihidort i Just Intentivs

Watvhung Corvd s s ks wats h-
ng the iachiners ol politn -~ 0 %=
tron (L sn't g guetty szl Jlot 1w
lascinating Whie vl rah 1 hut
SYMpedfize Wbl Coop mibanus 1ot
of demenn ey o Shatils, dou Cand
[T T O B TR T P R )
Gy ol s mt valadts Ly Teang
frue do Biena I ody b apges s Salwe
ta utlier s He o o w3 Lilse Pebae
[T PO TIPS O T T YT
Tulbon, swdvan b o parks T At neh
[ | ISTTRTIT! (9 PN YOS AP ) PSS TN [
SUPPELAOREY ab D Bist e lis sl
r

[.cust comincing

Awazimg, Wocguse Conolanu
vaplulaom b nes owkher v gh-as
LITTITENRTTT I T U TTTR U TR T U ) T
11 v Hos preemdin b £t mbaoms s
RN RIS PR PR I R W ]
Teneaond oly A v duminns Sl e
sienn wul oamvchling than b s
[EU L E T AR PIRL ™ INUTR LTI,
[ I RTLINTINE A T A TG L T T |
et bl she v e v erbanarom,
rwmgh, o thal mudke s Auiniite
Jana) prey il Cotstenus v
s D o ALl b agd Hul
thiy desitt vt waln whay b
goowe dwdierr, alenply, 0 Coredd mus
sthir caitie oot et il by

- ————

211

T B xSl b

yingpolitks:bm(tmiamw Barbacas Chidoott s
tus mother, Volumnsa, at Stratford. Canou can also be seen kacully in

current movie, The Four Seasons.

v terred be 2uyune, any cinoion ur
any dhimingy

Otheru e, houpyer, the play o
cetils salh an aneaarahle ogw. Troe,
soltie ufl e iabee o¢1es 1 The pdidi-
valshauifimg gl bl but there are s
LISTILANT LT T T [ TP S T RTI
Iy wems wrprsing The mpn
Hnieg, e vt the play's line reindaina
strmg anth troe throuthoul

Cal st Lakyess Ins 1iMe warming ug
o Cafmlaite He Begins w0 eiidly
taal o wondders where he ¢an go
il et UL by 1The Lune Coriwld-
s s fareed Su try 1o play pohlies
woh the mob, he has fragmented
ibte ambnon, prule and CONVICTIL
After b B wwecumbed 1o his mothr
or’s pleas, Caru's Conplanus exsays
a b lhay further complicdies
and enriches s performance.

Hiiinawely, he o & Nigore of com-
1n g aminguny, and he 12 heautre
fully mprhed ond compicmanled hy
Soult iyt ey single-mundal Aufde
un, e barharian who Stahds »n @+ 07
sdarhey Cumg s ko Corrolanus,

Nush his apgular frame robed
fothers, Hytands s & primitive
forve that respects only hardness

aml courdge. and when Conglanus
faltors, ot woems el ciy parusal Ui
Avlidius will Kifl jam.

There are other owtstanding pwr-
furmamees: Moa Tielpniubn s 5k abus
5 J PROPIEs Lbune who stands com:

narien 10 the Teansiers' Luss, al
vy Gurduit 5 both shgmibed aml
noving 3@ e cidliced Metenos,
winie Lynns Gnllin 15 only 100 pue
thetit as Lhe abandoned Virgiba,
Curwlanus' complassam wile.
Claaging soundscupe

Michael Whalieh?s behimg
seenery stsel. Desmond Heviey's vos
lumes ar¢ agreeably undotracung,
and Gahrwl Chorpentier has pro-
vided 8 danging soundacape whh
vIbrdes ominously.

Bul the evemng's hero 12 ecally
Bedford, who Bad 2 large dnwe ol
SUCCrsh WRRLIME With 4 very inyre
Cale play. L.

Sid Adilman's column Is on pageBS ~ - ( i. -

—
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Coriolanus’ final act performed

‘stunningly’ says theatre reviewer

By Jemes Neloon . ding ovation Tuesday alght at
Canadisn Press the opeaing of c:riolanua,
such Cariow, returning 10 e irected by Brian Bedlord.

Pﬂmwﬂm More recently a Broadway
20 years ago, received & stan: musical star, with a Tony

sAward for Sweeney Todd,
, Carionin the titie role led one of

:5 ‘

:

But he is too proud to bare his
wounds before ihe common
citizenry, a3 is the cusiom lo
win their approval for the

congulship.

Denied the consukp, he
deserts Rome and jons the
Volscians in aa aitack on Rome
until his family appests (o hum
for mercy. Bending tearfully to
his mother, he 15 denounced by
the Volscisns 88 & irailor and 13
'hl‘"" Bedford's  produc

n 's tiop,
Cariou falls from ihe slage
baicony nto the crowd and
Cauws  Martius  Conolanus
comes close 0 bewng mpped
apart. He dies al centre stage
with his arms and legs iwisied
in the form of a swastika.

Bedford, in his fifth season
here a3 an actor and, in this, his
second assignment ax a
director, used the whole festival
theatre as his stage. The
soldiers and crowds of Romans
swarmed up and down the ainles
witde music and sovnd switled
around the audience from all
gides.

Nod all the lines came through

clearly a3 actors let iheir
passions rule over thew diciwn
in many of the openming scenes,
but the condext of the aclion
m over tha difficuliy and
1 acl was stunningly and
absorbingly perfarmed.

Desmond Heeley provided a
cange of Homan iLogas,
puirwian and plebesn costunies
in shades of wory and autumnal
beown, The higher the funk of
ihe person, the lighles the shade
-~ 2 help in Sveryone
sortvd out. The Voliciuns were
garbed in  cupper culord,
fringed leathers and furs,
lookong like suvagas.

Carwt last appeared here in
1964 and 1985 and accompanied
the Stratford company when
went 1o England to play at tiw
Chichester Festival where
stage is pasneimed afler
Stratioed's. .

Barbarn Chilcott, a pioneer
and now one of the grand dames
of Canadian 1heatre, has been
longer away Ifrom Stratford
She apprared here v 1954 and
1935 playing Katharina i The
Taming uvf the Shrew,

“The Reacon Herald
\'JQAM'SCE&W Juie f7, 1%




Tame Shrew offe

HY RAY CONLOGUE

STRAVEGRDY == NoweHy ilerpre.
Bodma ool Ml SPedre plays 3R we
Aty uptemnal, fod m Uwe sy of Thwe
Lamuing uf e Sheew ihey are obhigh-
iy Yol con Bave  heamwasiud
“iitewes, iyl dous  shivws,  Bachel
A, any Risd ul erew you wisl
ener i @ Laensl oo, The lamung of
werttwetd g Doveonetd o Ly,

1100 wiiv o wat & puslly plecisupe
oot in PV1EE T’ unconsplic o
ook Preakictun of ihe play & Suraitord
Woolmeaday mpht. e was Kate
el conndind vinsgt harsell i 1he clise
wtgz e v ol gt pveryinaly £hobes
wivk Wi suscly B was hat. Wasa't
w'

bty Nicte ab i wnd reviems
[ hre o't iy, b2 diunkon prasent
dupest it Thinkung he was 3 lord in
1 et <oene. W G bios dhat
il sruding players geglormed ins
Lt of tiw Shrew, and DNews dad
i kb i witide VRIS Wbk klie 8 wx-
rii-Contn ¥ vaievilie  coreriie
fewt Tran ol owdgned Baondile

e e ;n-;.:m boasdd Dohaz D
Ieadl B pmien i+ 8 werving gl
ol sl pkhed 0wl placuinds idruflwy
s e e gle of 1 pext scene; Pe.
o b weipdied S ositched
Wowbs Iromm hane o ime like 8 Mgt
w niohew D T DU AP AU

woll amd ‘gglﬂ Bt 1n Shake.

et pla¥ Clredoplnr Sy dos, ol
e Iml:’t - lil'q::d. This (at
stvite, W whick e wakes vp asd cun-
» b= fhe wivole theng wat 3 droam,
o il from somebwdy chae's play, 56
1 lwg efiort c3lkd The Taming of
Sintw H vwis with he dejuded Sly
sindugt off s “tame’™ s forodious
wolte we 30 rer doubt meeting the Late
of ¥ auan damb enough te think be
sk~ e ranmd

s o coe o™ lrom Ve Shrew
Whrms U ps Ve whale Shake-
s phay I tivaled as a0 beowd
et ol whesks o onik ol Jiwe
p o ol (e rokie -t Mo
It i Bevel ol Mt b,
Spinpdiy el witumably ke
SR et I e Apied,

he hay delily ducked, and how much
o ?tallm Bapuisia say bar dowry
”li-cwe the AMEBAR ENCOWARL.
mem 0l Kenh Dimcol’s  busncing
s rdroend 15 Pesrytio,

rancing MTven o,
Grumm, M 100k Sharvy Flett a3 Kame

IS a

chancé'fo ‘a”d'éﬁ'?f

-y doten servants pumat Uhe  able Blance
md blame in milieary weisen at @iy sendup
atybody but hemscives, and lovesbls

whers Hate 1 (anzng Irom Dusger. zaﬂl
FuullyK:n beging 1o play the game, o .

Werw o, voner | ep Carmn, 1he paxvy.  Tie 3 witile (0 caich on 1@ 1he comic
vl ;:1r|t:"ht:<' a5 Carwas 0 his lhavor o 1he v She played the  and hore Miss Flent W U
prd sipvalte, (R marho kud sl ORI With & RAee Caainess  acitess with comic st “pot IC"'... pleass with
vind Y pteme wil-confiieare 10 thus was 31 adds wuh 1he prevaling (0 call the sun the u::: 1{ mnm oy
e geumt wisere b cant’t e nncod (e dowe and dudn't really Tt Prarsciug 4] , but she oo N W. villm hoss
atprer Dk Kage druphsc tam? Why  #n hrs own ground. Rathet than mock-  acie gameluiness, oy~ Knee- . s delight
the, Ik Be's boested hiemwll on = ing S, ahe 100k him sendusly. Rath. sposch wal mmwmu‘ f N" mm
thav .mqu-mnymnmmz :.r'ga&:ndm g2, she fegs.  clear m:;mﬁb'l;.u . :." o %.
o wonnlen b Poes she 3 &H . becone a0 asset PrOduction. . be more -
nd:r'l'l '.u lm:‘rl a2 \::;' fuu, T Tt scenes wher? Prifschug Harvex Lewss Gordus’s Grumio vas great ~ wauld sk M- 5
Q
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Shrew witho:

.
lt sex is a dud:

1

Particularly when a minor character steals the show -

SHA YR = Max hdpmann i
uti o e semanwenils of the Siealord
Fumlival company, s naluray i was 4
wel plraware 10 e biin siruke dway
wan e Lanng OF The Shrew lasg
s

When a vonpany memiber whindy off
with o b g unidee e noee of e
Wkes of B Carmm, 1l duns woenmi like an
ket s won oie Nod ghat Help
ni.un Inhanes ke an stekernaog. On e
cileary. be vatnninidia e slage wilh
U sty of on Clavier.

Even jhwogh e only hio 3 Liny role,
ttl o Vowvatne aller W Lasenl,
it s paarl ol omt of 1 Blost comue
ftid love 130Kkes 1 drama i ilery
e, Heisnann crealts with marvek
Iows counomy Lhe mesl pnducind
shafan loF Lo I acen o8 e Jll
PretinE; o Romesl. hewildervd o i
it m:l’! tather whe reluses lo be mole
o -

180wt K of prohsctonn of e
N e iy s B e o e charse ey
s I Sl I D e sdiow ' A sexhkess
oo et ' atranl

N Shrew wolbeadl ser 6 ke o oean
sl ol woster

Not vyuabs
Pl proabenm i it Thete s be i
it CRIes Y anbeaw 1'viroe s o
b e vouabs There Uy are am Cae
toM i 3 bully buy of o etruchn starts
Wi ot oa whal pronises 1o he o long
vt o8 a wile Iwaler Poor Nuirry
FRAL o gin vant endirely ataind
her sivie, s charn sl brer Gilenl, cas
o dawsse shand w b Mr. Mache than 2
e s sl roar ab 0 et Waal, piray,
n Ty Slwwh woatebing that? la Ll
walt langt Flotl b cmenl in Cofion
abedt ay it s Tt s walching a slave

[T R THINC N I T BN P TN
Phwre gre, o ese®, Ny diie e

Bofn 1Lt by ke i Ieam .

Rt i Veleu b allhemith thev arre
ol Al BY ghs Medin d» Wolcome
My el

The sbreviir, el Dews, o cons
el el heavily on Ihe Liresaine sube
Tt off Uhcame 0owd B o LireiiDos ~utlasfs,
Al WA Maem mare Lirvsiiet dev
guves. Kven though Mrew s aoe of the
o) FLeouetdly e boriinen) o Sk
st s o, Bl anyone to proer-
by wart nul Niw Cromas sod (efuin,
onil e e, @ e o duciion
LT LT | S, (o7 R g T T T [ 1
g holus wiie femm U ollnr, n
Tt abosdt aduod U sage creatng Nwe
HAPEO bl Cvddhen i)

Sing-sung rolces

Newvr, mu even e Voung Pose +
Thedtres vpne L [TYCU N LT T
100 T UL sorined guite W el
lew Perhaps s is Lecauw U casd
“pealin @1 3 NINRwan Founnioent of
vi-farhiunesd chucutin, Lhe vuice Fiung

lhmMumLmCmnahullywydaPmmdnomdShmﬁuli

e

{
y

cast agaunat ber charm amd her tabuit @6 Kate v The Taming Of The

Shrew, cnue Ging Mallet suys.

GINA

at Stratford

inrvitably al \he end of cach tine. A
cougie pf them arc even CACUUrIged o
130k bahy-12lk. notsbly Lynne Grifim,
why makes Bianca s coy thetl she
cutald curdie fresh milk,

Shuliepeare’s WAl innuemioes Jre
rendered a0 qwHallon anarks, will
much heavy emphiass, dod Brapue v
nals. gestusca toward the codpece and
st ont. [leally, were the Ehzabrbags s
ci'Phantine v thew wil, OF i il that
Diews ta wdterind 1t we clesn, sampbe
munded nnucents of Lhe TV Eencration
wa'L understand wnjess il 1S ounited
e ub thal way bhack i 1be 16th vene
tury. s and women alao tuld dirty
okea?

The prasietion i carnetly anlheal
crreaslie Gull’ arte Une tbooghtl leag:
mgly bk to the Negptune Theaire's
T ev=lorall Shrew of last winder, wha h
was direrled by vt Cufley us pure
Nrayiein. 1w polies Iansposad U the
Mt and the Tun faat il fur ks
awl datinclly fiahy

After all, there are not many
memurabie (N i Shrew — o indewd,
ll uaa really writlen by Shakepodre —

. His colleagues

awrrout act
humilitation (s Siravlerd Slru
seems 10 be.
Namalhnummmmm‘
tional, nah:ig‘m lll::. whal i l?'
l to this producion? +
Pt Sarew looks charming, o soll ,.
browns and muted colors, tbe auu
E:ved with pale bk sod the
icony decoral
mlnaiuly arrsagemant. 4
Stit, the same old question Mecds i
he answered. What made Dews wasi to
threct thiy play? Why. other than ihe
fact that (he Shrew alwsys seems 10 sl
ln.hm.alhupl:!uinl donnutl
when 11's done 30
and was guu here ody 2 uqde ql

There is no sign that Dews has alr.
special inughts 1o oﬂ«. and thete are
alher roles i which it wauld surely be
far more rewarding 1o see Cariow uet",
k‘..:n":})i:-‘:m tlo kand. Fr Y
ot casl an
some of the aclurs semed mel ‘:'n'x:r 'G
unfamibiar wilh the Fratival Mn’
slage bul with Shakespeare, iss. ¥

Bartey O'Sullivan semmed o be sund
ply watking threugh the cole of Baplae
12, and f was dulressing o we Lewis -
Gordun £all back e b Sanford & Son ¢
Toviine 8 a hyperactive Grumw. bl &
at least he waa allomptng a character,

Lo make do wifp
altitudes. ‘ b

by&mﬂmn;f'
'

can be lanpered with
wrm slwa Al Neplune. of course,

=

B e —
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The Ta,szg;in

Trammed o Jus dream how 31 t5 Gene
mwuuwuwmry’s
! A ! thestre

g of the Shrew takes new twist at

Prrtaps i ux best 30 beave it o oot

ing wits the works of i15 masier
L

Sic.

[ 313
Flett
irncior of the Chuchaser Fostival 0 olten portre . e wage, Wi
browght -m'm i bord

the phiy fult
em
wiuch o TuRx g in sumngemramm

T
reperon with Motrre's The alie  yersial tor ar
and Shakespeare’s Cone  women — ™| amm ashamed Ut & Sinen

Bvishly cast &nd eomiined,
with viltagers ot the pub who do noth-
ing all evening leng b walch the

Lrn Froadway

festiva.

4o, wat 0 reserved b obust Cone  gacenity '
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Stratford’s Pinafore wallows |

BY RAY CONLOGUE
STRATHORD o 11 &4 v Putebory
aawd e Maakord Lesanal s Suh
e Prubcrda ¥ abi fien = b oy
gt Lot g, wliluagh B was
sl Moy Gl L ey,
an e herd ol i pannnalar wewad
Lovm Muijor hae Bym e
Wl RO o & feviead b il
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Pinafore sunk by ponderous reverence

: STRATFORD — Is Wonscrland ’
: lll;{lhﬂlf“l:o:ﬂhﬂ.’ ‘ﬂlm the fviure of
om nalion was suquml yosterday
jwhen ihs belesguered fauvai's 29th seasud
i opened In & weller of garish and tavish decoration
‘-mmmdu.m.wuu(m&nyuu
M cam which has hon
s kytonk sverishan. phes

Well, hie over (8 e Avom and sc whal They
-mran. The Dhestne's brick farane Ras et Uane
rheied with vulgar devoralivns of 3 viguly noulrs
-2l kind, wivbe inside the theut re the hupe aft devk
::’ m-. Iswlilul ::i l.h mition knots te sailur
. Cuntumes dey,
Deygle colors. fned n
“l'l..' l::‘ae'l.. Gllm-d?umivgs HMS Vinalore
. wel-knows, siore nol s
rmﬂ alfecronaiely rendered Uy invaxe dl?::
ot hald Carviere and 2 splendsd cast of s
ef3, Ine show Mg be mistanen fur Shirkey Ton-
ple’s Goad Sup Lolipep.

: Ne such fuck
, don't get e impresaion that 1w Pinaloes
way rexembles (he wilid, snurchn: iviecy.

orl Shakespeare Featival's P

wiich waed pop solers 2
such juck Thers, {or sl e hinvriks
wilh G & 5, and sone horrendows howiors as
ky Spirit came through juud and
any\ling, Lopeial updat
1ble singing, rven ofches-
and sull retain theie Yiclurian charm
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andd dhigmily, ool 1o mention their sconnclastie zost,
8 countkss amateur productions pruve They
coukl undoubledly survive the Avon, lve. What
they can'l Labe, huwever, o feverence,

Stratford’s Pinafore 15 aboyl a» cchecte as a
church service. You might think that the [1'Oyly
Carte copyrighis = which immured G & 550 Wn,
0 an anachronwlic howesiyle — were shive
well this side of the Atlanlic. That 13 2 shocking
thing 1o have 10 sy when you consiier thut It was
Tyeone Guihrse's production of Mnalure fur 1w
Siraifurd Foalival that (vrned London's West ¥
of ity 03 an (he early Ol Thuse lLinwvs havir cor
1ainly assed,

Leon Mapr directs Pinafore with a ponderous
Weralism that 8 embodies hy Murray Luwter's
mode! ship of a set, which atlows blLle spocy loF
any aliractve mavement, and whwh immodialely
deepenaes Goilbert’s cheeky irony at the expenst of
England'a defence estabhishment

You'd never know feom Lhis productisn that Gk
bery drew blood with by brand of sauire, that his
claws were very sharp when he set about savaging

227

217

COREMPIEITY Pt LCIARE 3N yoi'tal Wb s Y1 ot
never know Ihat JlLhoulh oL doex sivill 1, 7o
lunny that poor fitthe Hut ereup mied i d oo b
of babses in ABew cTadle, I resull s sTucl L
caplain is demoted (o 3 Lar, whale Hulph ke
siraw inherits the Caplan's striges

Major's Pinalore 15 simply 4 ¢hildisk Tanto,
wihoul 30043) contedl and withowl mvse B i o
ter. A bland dexracy b mmis this bwe vy,
which & done and widoos by vaste ol i bon
There is 00 harp sense of (e depewl il i e
red by such dishinctsons, ot of 15 from 1 kit
edile and awarenvss ol s h doprivatiun hal b
highest comedy cumes.

The crew spend (heir lime gRnping af Ihe din
ence. Yol there have been wonderivh prwiactivae
where the crew were 2 (rd'y run bl Guduwe 1
example. had Dwek Dead e ot po bl o, o
marvellous and accueaie peve of s ) sl
fion, Dul Mapor exchews work uil (s e,
m‘dlnﬂ st o P hinecal es Ky, L iy

UButiercup sbuafil on 3 boaun's  har.

Perhaps he Ras ennceived Puvafoce miwee s an
ra (han a3 3 muncat commdy Ty okl a3
in why (here 1 Aol 3 HREK lew & ol bl

siting 10 be seen on Maf® Whike W € a8 e e
devd sin well, that o guite smply Dot vhicugh
You cai buar line Pingfore wilurunamys o
recurds Whal is nevdodd (e Lrasura Sl <o
largo-siall muscdl cumedy ool Wi
make the characlers step uul ot e a1l

roles
Joke's in Gilbert's lincs

Patricia Kern 15 only Kindly as dwilterony,
James McLean i merely nce as dashing 1Lig0
Rakestriw, Michael Lurfess B, nu aut v dy
the Captir, whie Katherine Toreell's Jowphinge ..
perl rather than 4 nwllng hermn

£vo Kitsask's Dk Dhvad v iy about v on b
Ing 0> 4 pusey cal.

Erc Dunicin siuntkd nave saved te sindorg 1nr
fore wilh Sie Juwpih Vorter, the inagn.ade lurmal
pvler of Lhe Quavn’s Naver, Dul instleal b s w10
sead Miss Ruashind brood along e li) the it
Nuw, 1t may be lmplisg tv Cufpoup M bewal
but ot A’y hatl as funny o smply posing bon
atraight. The polie ia It 00 U st 1 Lul
Gulbert’s nes.

L have ic ad that my Sppreciviion of thn shos
was marred by the 1act that § cuunt Rat w: waith

oul aasumng & o0 of runhing ool st
e front of Liw stage. Somuthing has Batipeocd 1
! the Avon Theatre winch makiy lhe (rom v
| balceny no unger a desirabie locatum,

HMS. Pinslors:

Cattnvw Lvuco Uy Laon ibape Chiwsap vy 4
it blgianur St By Mot | b Crbgnt Gy A el how b

LN g Ly b Tt et Aot Tl ol iy b
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Critic calls H.M.S. Pinaféfe

a fun-filled production

Ry James Neban
Canadian Press

A juyously susny and fun
filled production of Gilbert and
Sullivan's spoof of British of-
ficisldom and naval tradition,
HMS. Pinalore, opened the
Stratford Festival Monday at
{he 1,900-seat Avon Theatre.

Erne Donkin, lhe seasoned
comic characier acior who
recenily toured his one man-one
woman show, lhe Wonderfull
World of Sarah Binks, made Sie
Juseph Porter, KCB, mto a
wailerful fop, whase officiat
promeiwement that love levels
atl runks proves a turiung point
in the ridiculous plot

Michael Burgess was a
stalwart and sedate Capt.
Corcoran, cominander of the
Pinafore, and Pat-icia Kern
was the full-voced Portsinouth

bumboat woman, Litlle But
tercup.

The principatl love stoev patls
were sung by Katherine Terrell
as Josephine aud James
McLean as Ralph Racksiraw,
the iowly seaman who aspires ta
marry his caplain’s daughter.

Love may nal in fact level al)
ranks, bt it all works out when
Bultercup conlesses she con-
fused two youngsters — Cor-
coran and Rackstraw — many
years belore when she prac-
ficess hahy l[arming

Drector Leon Majgor stripped
away hoary old stagmg
tradibns, 1 primanrily out
of the ’Oyle Carte productions
of Pinafore, and reptaced them
with new bis of [oolery
Designer  Astnd  Janson
provided new biue, white and
punk coslumes bringing a fresh

rr—
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air lo the old Victorian opereila.

Janson's work even exlended
into the orchestra pit, where the
players were coslumed as
Bntish tars, and conductor
Berirhold Carrier decked owt in
officer's braid.

1 18 the lirst time the Sirat-
ford Festival has movated &
Gilbert and Sullivan opereita
since the early 1960s.

While the Savoy operas have
falten out of (ashion — mawmly
because of their Britishaiess,
perhaps — this une 1s a beight
revival

The rhorus of salors ia
robust, the chorus of Sie Jaseph
Porter's sisters, cousins apd
aunts "whom he oumbers by
the dozens™ tigiv and frivolous,
Judith Marcuse
*he show with what can pass
wittily for sailor's hornpipes.
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APPENDIX III: THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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A. MacFarlane

School of Journalism

Calversity of Western Ontario

Communication Studies, University of Windsor

Study of Metropolitan Daily Newspaper Theatre Criticism

chstionna{re:

1.

2.

3.

4.

6.

8.

9.‘

Do you believe that a daily newspaper theatre critic provides
& service to readers? If So, could you desc 1be the service.

0o you believe that theatre criticism enjoys a high readership
in"your paper? Why?

How does your approach to theatre criticism £it within your
paper's editorial philosophy?

Does your critical/intellectual style conform to one or another
orothodox category of criticism: soclological., formalistic,
psychological, etc.? Or do you find that elements of several
critical approaches are present in your work?

Is there a convention concerning the role of the newspaper critic
that 1s tacitly observed by both critic and reader? For instance,

1s the critic supposed to be giving useful guidance to the theatrical
people, and the ntwspaper's readers observing the process over
his/her shoulder? Is the critic supposed to be the audience's
advocate in sceking entertainments of a certain standard? What

do you see as the conventional, or mythical, relationship among
critic, audience, theatre and reader? How does it relate to the
reality of daily newspaper criticism?

How do you approach a production? What are.you looking for?
How did you arrive at these criteria?

When you write 3 critical plece what do you intend it to do?
Is the plece supposed to function at more than one level? what

purpose(s) does 1t serve?

Do you write for a particular audience, or simultaneously for
different groups in the community served by your newspaper?
How do you conceive of your audience(s)?

How would you describe ynhr philosophy of journalism? Do you
subscribe to a particular ethics of criticism within the philosophy?

As a major critic, how do you see your responsibilities (a) to
your paper (b} to {ts readers (¢) to a production's management
ard investors (d) to the professicnal playwrights, actors and
other creative personnel connected with a production?
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1.

]2.

13.

]4.

]5.
16.

]?.

18,

19,

20.

2].

22.

23.

-2 -

Goes your power at the box office concern you? Does it influence
what you say or how you say it?

Lo your responsibilities as a critic include encouraging the

?r?uth and viability of professional theatre (a) in Canada,
b) in

Is so, how do you carry out this responsibility?

Critics obviously need theatre. Sometimes the reverse is not
felt to be as true. Would you give me your view of the mutual
needs of theatre for critic and vice versa?

Are all critics failed future or resting playwrights or performers?
Or ?oes criticism in popular newspapers have creative validity
of its own?

Can criticism of a production be “right" or “wrong“?

*A11 work is not of equal value." This appears to be a central
assumption of criticism (31though possibly not quite such a
truism as it appears). In any case, what is it that qualifies
you to decide Which of the productions you see is more valudble
than another? What do you discern that I might not? Why is
your opinion valid? .

Do you apply different standards to different kinds of production:
regional, amateur, Stratford, Broadway, classic.], vernacular and
so forth? If so, how is this justified?

It always seems to me that critics are tentative in their
ascertions about the role of the craft, but often quite didactic
in their observations during their exercise of it. This seems
inconsistent to me. Does newspaper criticism tend to imply
that it is something which it actually is not: authoritative,
certain of clear-cut standards, possessed of unquestioned access

to the truth? If so, why?

Assuming that your Jjudgment is valid, is a judgment that disagrees .
with it invalid?

In other words, is there an authentically sound view of a groduction?
If so, how {s it determined? (8y unanimity, for instance?

If there is no one "correct" critica)l judgment, then is (daily
newspaper) criticism simply impressionistic?

Can & critical statement be said to be true? If so, is one that
disagrees with i< false?

Can newspaper criticism itself be subjected to criticism? What
are the criteria you would use if doing so?
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24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

n.

32.

33.

-3-

If you were reviewing your own columns in collected form, what
would be the grneral thrust of your critical opinion of them?

What would be the general thrust of your critical opinion of
the critical work published in the

Do you write for your newspaper differently than you woyld if
your writing were directed to a person yc. knew to share vour
own intellectual and cultural level and “astes? Why? Hov

Should a critic be concerned about the results of her/his writing?

Can a critic enjoy friendly ré?ationships with people whose work
he/she may be called upon to judge? 0o you? How do you deal
with this problem?

What is the principal satisfaction in your line of work? Is
there something you would rather do for a living?

Speaking generally, what are the objectives of daily newspaper

Eheaﬁfe criticism? Do vou feel that they are being met by
anadian newspapers? .

what popular newspaper critic past or present do you most
admire? Why?

What person or body of work has had the strongest influence
on your work?

Have you any general comments on the social validity of
criticism in popular daily newspapers?
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